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Draft Integrated Uban Air Toxics Strategy to Conply with
Section 112(k), 112(c)(3) and section 202(1) of the d ean
Air Act

AGENCY: Environnental Protection Agency (EPA).
ACTI ON:  Noti ce.
SUVMARY: This notice provides a draft strategy for public
coment to address health inpacts fromair toxics in urban
areas. The strategy includes a draft |ist of 33 hazardous
air pollutants (HAP) judged to pose the greatest potenti al
threat to public health in the |argest nunber of urban
areas, based on available information. Thirty of these HAP
are fromarea sources. It also provides a draft |ist of
area source categories to be listed for regul ati on under
section 112(d) of the Cean Air Act (Act). The draft
strategy al so provides a schedule for specific actions to
address risk fromair toxics in urban |locations. This draft
strategy is being devel oped as required in section 112(Kk)
and 112(c)(3) and section 202(1) of the Act, as anmended in

1990, and a consent decree entered in Sierra Cub v.

Browner, Cv. No. 95-1747 (D.D.C 1995)(consolidated with

Sierra CQub v. Browner, Cv. No. 96-436 (D.D.C. 1996)).




Even though the draft strategy identifies source categories
for which additional standards under section 112(d) may be
devel oped, the strategy by itself does not automatically
result in regulation or control of em ssions from sources

Wi thin these source categories. The EPA will perform
further anal yses of HAP em ssions, control nethods for the
|isted source categories, and health inpacts as appropriate,
for stationary and nobile sources. These analyses w |
determine the ultimate regulatory requirenents, if any,

whi ch may be devel oped under the strategy.

DATES: A draft and final strategy, including HAP and source
category lists, are required under the consent decree to be
conpl eted and nade avail abl e by August 31, 1998 and June 18,
1999, respectively. Witten coments on this draft nust be
recei ved by Novenber 30, 1998. W will hold four stake-

hol der neetings on this draft. The first will be at

Radi sson Plaza Hotel at Mark Center, 5000 Sem nary Road, in
Al exandria, VA on Septenber 23, 1998. The second at the
Durham Marriott at the Gvic Center, 201 Foster Street,
Durham NC on Septenber 29, 1998, the third, in Chicago,
II'linois at Hyatt Regency Chi cago, 151 East Wacker Drive,
Chi cago, IL 60601 on Novenber 5 and 6, 1998, and the final



at Cathedral H Il Hotel, 1101 Van Ness Avenue, in San
Franci sco, California 94109, on Novenmber 19, 1998. Persons
wi shing to present oral comments pertaining to this notice
shoul d contact EPA at the address |isted bel ow.
ADDRESSES: A docket containing information relating to the
devel opment of this notice (Docket No. A-97-44) is available
for public inspection and copying between 8:00 a.m and 5:30
p. m, Monday through Friday except for Federal holidays, in
the Air and Radi ati on Docket and Infornmation Center (M
6102), Room M 1500, U.S. Environnental Protection Agency,
401 M Street, SW Washi ngton, DC 20460; tel ephone (202) 260-
7548. A reasonable fee may be charged for copying.
FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: Laura MKel vey, Ofice of
Air Quality Planning and Standards (M>-15), U. S.
Envi ronnmental Protection Agency, Research Triangle Park,
North Carolina, 27711, tel ephone nunber (919) 541-5497,
el ectronic nmai|l address: MKel vey. Laura@pa. gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORMATI ON:

Docket. The docket is an organi zed and conplete file of
all the information submtted to or otherw se consi dered by
the Agency in the devel opnment of the Draft Urban Air Toxic

Strategy. The principal purpose of this docket is to allow



interested parties to identify and | ocate docunents that
serve as a record of the process engaged in by the Agency to
publish today’s notice. The docket is available for public
i nspection at the EPA's Air and Radi ati on Docket and
I nformation Center, which is listed in the addresses section
of this notice.

In conpliance with President Clinton’s June 1, 1998
Executive Menorandum on Pl ain Language in gover nnent
writing, this package is witten using plain | anguage.
Thus, the use of “we” in this package refers to EPA. The

use of “you” refers to the reader and may include industry,
State and | ocal agencies, environmental groups and ot her

i nterested individuals.

The information in this notice is organi zed as foll ows:
| nt r oducti on

List of Pollutants, Effects and Sources
Plan for Area Sources (section 112(Kk))

<Z7°

Near-term Actions to I nplenent the Strategy

V. Longer-term Pl ans and Activities to |Inplenment the
Strategy for all Sources of Air Toxics

VI. How EPA will Conmunicate with the Public on Progress in
Meeting the Strategy’s CGoal s

VI1. Regul atory Requirenents

| . Introduction
We have made consi derabl e progress since the passage of

the Cean Air Act Anendnents of 1990 in inproving air



quality for all Americans by reducing air toxics®! em ssions
t hrough regul atory, voluntary and other progranms. To date,
we have focused mainly on substantially reduci ng em ssions
of toxic air pollutants entering the environnment, primarily
by setting standards for major industrial sources and nobile
sources. These reductions are only part of the solution to
protecting public health and the environnent fromtoxic air
pollutants. 1In addition to | owering overall em ssions of
t hese toxic pollutants, we need to devel op focused
strategies to conbat problens of particular concern. As we
continue to devel op the national air toxics program and
pl anned research yields inproved data on health risks, we
envi si on maeki ng i ncreased use of risk information in setting
priorities and measuring progress.

As discussed in nore detail in section Il.B. current
i nformati on shows that sone of the greatest health risks
affecting the nost people are in urban areas. This Federal
Regi ster notice presents our draft strategy to address the

probl em of urban air toxics, considering major industrial

1 Qur use of the ternms “air toxics” or “toxic air
pollutants” in this notice refers specifically to those
pol lutants which are |listed under CAA section 112(b) as
“hazardous air pollutants” or HAP



sources, smaller “area” sources and nobile sources. The Act
requires us to develop a strategy for reducing urban air
toxi cs by focusing on area sources. However, these sources
are not the only contributors to toxic air pollutants in
urban areas and are not the only sources of concern to the
public. Therefore, in addition to satisfying our statutory
obligation to address the threats presented by em ssions
fromarea sources, we intend to devise a broad strategy for
reduci ng risks posed by air toxics fromall sources.
Different types of sources emt the sane pollutants; and
especially in urban areas, there are many sources emtting
mul tiple pollutants. As part of our overall plan to target
ri sk reductions, our draft strategy addresses the problens
of cunul ative exposures fromair toxics through an

i nt egrated approach that considers all sources.

I n devel oping the urban strategy, we nake use of the best
avail abl e scientific information providing insight into
health risks from hazardous air pollutants. Based on this
i nformati on, we have suggested priorities for the urban air
toxics program Qur aimis to achieve the greatest
reductions in risk for the | argest nunber of Americans, in

an expeditious manner. |In addition, we intend to address



cases in which specific groups of individuals, such as | ow
i ncome communities and children, may be exposed to
di sproportionately higher risks. Available information in
many cases is not sufficient to quantify health risks from
air toxics; there are significant gaps and uncertainties.
However, section 112 generally provides a franework
requiring the Nation to 1) nove ahead to reduce em ssions
t hrough standards under section 112(d) or section 129,
initially reducing health threats fromurban air toxics,
while 2) conducting further research to address
uncertainties and inprove information on risks under section
112(f), 112(k) and 112(m in order to then act to address
the remaining identified risk.

In this introduction, we present a brief overview of the
air toxics problem actions that we have taken to reduce
em ssions, and our overall strategy for dealing with urban
air toxics. W viewthis draft strategy as a starting
point. W welcone public corment and will neet with various
st akehol ders, including direct dialogues with community
groups such as environnental justice communities, to devel op
this approach further before the final strategy is issued in

June 1999.



A. Wat is the air toxics situation?

There are currently 188 HAP regul ated under the Cean Ar
Act that have been associated with a wide variety of adverse
health effects, including cancer, neurol ogical effects,
reproducti ve effects and devel opnental effects2 W
estimate that approximately 4.4 mllion tons (or 8.8 billion
pounds) of HAP were released in the United States in 1990,
declining to 3.7 mllion tons in 1993 (Second Report to
Congress on the Status of the Pollution Program under the
Clean Air Act, COctober 1997). 1In total, we have issued 25
maxi mum achi evabl e control technol ogy (MACT) and two section
129 standards, achieving estimated em ssion reductions of
approximately 1 mllion tons once these standards are fully
i npl enent ed.

We cat egori ze ant hropogeni c sources of air toxics into
three broad types: (1) nmjor stationary sources, which are
sources that emt nore that 10 tons per year of any one HAP
or 25 tons per year of a conbination of HAP, such as

chem cal plants, oil refineries, aerospace manufacturers and

2 Section 112(b) of the Act lists 189 hazardous air
pollutants (HAP). One of the HAP, caprol actam was
subsequent |y deli sted.



steel mlls; (2) area sources, which are smaller sources of
air toxics which emt |less than 10 tons per year of any one
HAP or |less than 25 tons per year of a conbination of HAP
such as drycl eaners, solvent cleaning industries and
secondary |l ead snelters; and (3) nobile sources, which
i nclude cars, trucks and off-road engines. According to
1993 data, on a national basis, 24 percent or about 890
t housand tons of air toxics were emtted by nmj or sources,
34 percent or about 1.26 million tons, were emtted by area
sources, and 42 percent, or about 1.55 mllion tons, cane
from nobil e sources (see em ssions inventory report in
docket) .

In urban areas, toxic air pollutants pose special threats
because of the concentration of people and sources of
em ssions. Wile threats posed by sone pollutants may be
fairly common across the country, studies in a nunber of
urban areas indicate that threats posed by others vary
significantly fromone urban area to the next. W are
concerned that because mnority and | ow i nconme conmunities
are often |located close to urban industrial and comerci al
areas where anbi ent concentrati ons of HAP may be greater

their risks of exposure to HAP at |evels above acceptable



10

heal th bench marks may be di sproportionately higher than for
ot her segnents of the population. Through this study, we
intend to collect and eval uate additional information needed
to determne the extent to which there may be
di sproportionate risks for these communities in urban areas.
In order to fully understand the air toxics problem we
must understand the | evel of the pollution to which people
are exposed. In order to do this, we would |like to know t he
concentrations of all HAP as neasured by anbient air
monitors. However, the nonitoring data are scarce and
limted. Consequently, we estimate pollution concentrations
t hrough the use of nodels, relying on em ssions neasurenents
or estimates.
B. What are we doing to address air toxics?

In amendi ng the Act in 1990, Congress required us to
establish national em ssion standards for stationary sources
of air toxics and to study a nunber of air toxics problens
to determ ne whether additional reductions are needed.

These em ssion standards are known as maxi mum achi evabl e
control technol ogy, or MACT standards, and generally
avai |l abl e control technol ogy, or GACT standards. W have

pronul gated standards for the first 47 of 174 source
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categories, which will reduce air toxics em ssions by
approxi mately 980,000 tons per year. Wthin the next 10
years, as we conplete nore MACT standards, the air toxics
programis estimated to reduce em ssions of toxic air
pollutants by well over 1.5 mllion tons per year (Second
Report to Congress on the Status of the Hazardous Air
Pol | utant Program Under the Clean Air Act, October 1997).

We have al so established nobile source evaporative and
exhaust em ssion standards, as well as fuel standards, which
are greatly reducing the anount of air toxics comng from
not or vehicles. Between 1995 and 2000, hi ghway vehicle
em ssions of benzene, 1, 3-butadiene, and directly emtted
formal dehyde wi Il be reduced by about 40,000 tons per year.
Toxi ¢ em ssions fromnon-road sources wll also be reduced
in this period. Calculations and anal yses which w ||
i nprove our ability to project the inpact of planned nobile
source standards are currently in progress.

Congress instructed us to develop a strategy for air
toxics in urban areas, enphasizing actions to address the
| arge nunber of smaller, area stationary sources. Section
112(k) (1) states:

The Congress finds that em ssions of hazardous air
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pollutants fromarea sources may individually, or in

t he aggregate, present significant risks to the

public health in urban areas. Considering the |arge
nunber of persons exposed and the risks of

carci nogeni ¢ and other adverse health effects from
hazardous air pollutants, anmbient concentrations
characteristic of |arge urban areas shoul d be

reduced to |levels substantially bel ow those

currently experienced .

particul ar, section 112(c)(3) and 112(k) instruct us to:
Devel op a research programon air toxics, including
research on the health effects of the urban HAP

nmoni toring and nodeling inprovenents to better identify
and address risk in urban areas;

ldentify at | east 30 HAP from area sources in urban areas
that present “the greatest threat to public health;”

| dentify the area source categories or subcategories
emtting the 30 HAP and assure that 90 percent or nore of
t he aggregate em ssions are subject to standards under
subsection (d);

Provide a schedule for activities to substantially reduce
risks to public health (including a 75 percent reduction
in cancer risk attributable to 1990 exposures to HAP

emtted by all stationary sources) using all EPA and

State/l ocal authorities;
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e Inplenent the strategy and achi eve conpliance with al
requirenents within 9 years of enactnent;

e Encourage and support State/local prograns in reducing
risks within individual urban areas; and

e Provide a Report to Congress at intervals not |ater than

8 and 12 years after enactnent, on actions taken to

reduce the risks to the public health.

In addition, section 202(1) of the Act requires that we:
e Study the need for and feasibility of controlling

em ssions of toxic air pollutants associated with nobile

sour ces; and
e Promul gate regul ati ons cont ai ni ng reasonabl e requirenents

to control HAP from notor vehicles or notor vehicle

fuel s.

I n Septenber of 1995, the Sierra Cub filed suit against
EPA alleging that we failed to promul gate regulations to
control HAP from notor vehicles and notor vehicle fuels
wi thin the deadlines required under section 202(1)(2).
Subsequently, in March 1996, the Sierra Club filed another
suit alleging that we failed to issue the source category
[ist under section 112(c) and the strategy under section

112(k) by their respective deadlines. These were initially
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separate suits but we agreed to address both of these
requi renents as part of a consolidated consent decree

(Defendant’s Motion to Consolidate, Sierra Cub v. Browner

(D.D.C. 1996) (NO. 99-1747)).

To address the problem of exposure to air toxics in urban
areas and to fulfill our obligations under the consent
decree, we intend to inplenent an integrated urban air
toxics strategy that addresses the urban air toxics risks
fromboth stationary and nobile sources. This strategy is
expected to produce a set of actions that wll be nore
responsive to the cunulative risks presented by multiple
sources of toxics and conmbi ned exposures to multiple toxics.
We believe that by considering urban air toxics em ssions
fromall sources, we will better respond to the relative
ri sks posed by any one pol |l utant and/ or source category.
Thus, integration of the activities under both sections of
the Act will nore realistically address the total exposure
and will better allow us and the States to devel op
activities to address risks posed by toxic pollutants where
the em ssions and risks are nost significant and controls
are nost cost effective.

As di scussed previously, we have a nunber of Act
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requi renents to address. For instance, section

112(k) (3)(B)(ii) and 112(c)(3) require us to list and

regul ate area source categories accounting for 90 percent of
the aggregate em ssions of the 30 HAP identified under
section 112(k)(3)(B)(i). Pronulgating these standards is an
inportant initial step in the strategy to reduce em ssions.
However, a separate but equally inportant requirenment of
section 112(k)(3)(C) requires us to substantially reduce the
public health risk posed by exposure to HAP, including a 75
percent reduction in cancer incidence. It is inportant to
recogni ze that even though they are |inked, because

em ssions reductions achi eved through standards required
under section 112(k)(3)(B)(ii) wll help in achieving the

ri sk goals under 112(k)(3)(C), they are two separate

requi renents. There are also sone inportant differences

bet ween the requirenents. For exanple, section
112(k)(3)(B)(ii) is limted to em ssion standards for area
source categories emtting the 30 section 112(k) HAP

wher eas, section 112(k)(3)(C refers nore broadly to
reducing risk fromall HAP emtted by all stationary
sources. In addition, standards addressing section

112(k) (3)(B)(ii) must be set under the authority of section
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112(d), whereas the risk reductions to address section
112(k) (3)(C) can be achieved nore flexibly using any of

Adm nistrator’s authorities under the Act or other statutes,
or those of the States.

C. Wuat is our strategy for addressing urban air toxics?

Today’ s notice presents our draft strategy for addressing
urban air toxics on a national |evel and for working with
State and | ocal governnents to reduce air toxics risks in
our communities. The primary goal of this strategy is to
substantially reduce public health risks fromair toxics.
The basic framework of our strategy is to:

1. Define the air toxics threat for urban areas froma
cunul ative perspective, considering major, area and nobile
sour ces.

Qur inplementation of the toxics provisions of the 1990
Amendnents to date has focused on setting technol ogy-based
em ssions standards for individual source categories and,
separately, devel oping fuel and vehicle standards for nobile
sources. \Wile we have achieved significant toxics
em ssions reductions, including reductions in urban areas,
we believe that a focused urban strategy is needed to

address the “urban soup” of nmultiple toxic pollutants
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emtted by multiple sources. |In this strategy, we have

| ooked at the contribution fromall sources of air toxics to
develop a draft list of the relatively worst HAP in urban
areas. This list of HAP is provided and di scussed in
Section Il. W plan to use our range of authorities under
the Act to address these problens in the nost effective way
possi bl e.

2. Inprove our understanding of the risks fromair toxics in
urban areas.

This draft strategy presents our first steps to
characterize “urban soup” or the cunul ative problemof air
toxics in urban areas and descri be how ri sk can be reduced.
As described in nore detail in Section Il of this notice, we
have anal yzed the nost significant HAP in urban areas based
on the best available data, including em ssions and toxicity
information. To understand the risks fromair toxics nore
fully, however, we nmust address significant data gaps. For
exanple, we have limted informati on on human health effects
associated wth many of the HAP, the extent to which people
are exposed to air toxics in urban areas, and the effect of
exposure to nmultiple pollutants. W will be providing a

brief discussion of our research needs in Section V.
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3. Reduce risks fromurban air toxics through near- and
| onger-term acti ons.

In addition to the research and other efforts planned to
i nprove our understanding of air toxics risks, we are
suggesting specific actions that wll hel p achi eve em ssions
reductions in the near-termand |l onger-term For exanple,
as part of our statutory requirenents, we will be proposing
air toxics standards for notor vehicles and notor vehicle
fuels, and will begin to devel op area source standards by
the end of 1999. From 2002 to 2006, we will issue em ssions
standards for these area sources that contribute
significantly to em ssions of urban air toxics. |In the
| onger-term we could al so use our residual risk authority
to address nmj or sources that are al ready subject to
regul ati on, but which continue to pose substantial risks to
urban areas. Mre information on these and other actions is
found in Section IV.
4. Wrk with State and | ocal governnents on devel opi ng urban
strategies for their communities.

This draft strategy provides a national picture of air
toxics in urban areas, suggests a nunber of actions that we

could take to reduce toxics em ssions, and di scusses ways to
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involve State and | ocal governnents to address toxics risks
on the local level. W anticipate that State and | oca
nmeasures, as well as Federal neasures, will be needed to
reduce urban air toxics risks. Urban areas can differ
greatly in terns of air toxics, sources and neteorology. In
addition, State and |local prograns to address air toxics
vary wi dely; and we recogni ze that many States have
successful ly operated many prograns to reduce air toxic
em ssions at the State or local |evels. Consequently, we
intend to seek collaborative relationships with State and
| ocal agencies, mnority and econom cally di sadvant aged
communities, and affected industries to assure our actions
are responsive to health concerns while pronoting
envi ronnental justice, encouraging urban redevel opnent, and
m nim zing regulatory burdens. W w | further encourage
and provi de enhanced technical assistance to these States’
efforts and will be seeking ways to expand opportunities for
flexible and effective State and | ocal actions to address
ri sks in nore geographically-specific ways.

In this notice, we are suggesting a broad franmework for
addressing urban air toxics with sonme specific actions to

reduce em ssions and to inprove our understandi ng of risks
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posed by air toxics. W wll work over the next several
mont hs with various stakehol der groups, including States,

| ocal governnents, industry representatives, snal

busi nesses, local health officials and environnmental groups
to refine this strategy. In addition, through our Regional
O fices, we hope to reach out to community groups that have
not traditionally participated in these efforts but who may
be di sproportionately affected by air toxics.

D. Wat are the conmponents of this Federal Register Notice?

This draft strategy for urban air toxics presents our
anal ysis of the HAP posing the greatest threats to public
health in urban areas, near- and | onger-termactions to
address air toxics risks, and a discussion on devel opi ng
State and | ocal progranms. More specifically:

e Section Il discusses the health threats posed by air

t oxi cs, describes our em ssions inventory and our

met hodol ogy for identifying the HAP estinated to pose the

greatest threats to public health in urban areas (based

on current information on 1990 conditions), and
identifies 33 HAP fromall em ssions sectors.
e Section Ill focuses on how we are planning to address air

toxics fromarea sources, as required by section 112(c)



A

21

and (k), including a draft |ist of 34 categories or
subcat egori es of area sources that account for 90 percent
of the em ssions of the worst HAP in urban areas, and
that will be subject to additional standards.
Section |V discusses our near-termactions to address
urban air toxics. These include evaluating the need and
feasibility for fuels and vehicle standards, devel oping
area source standards, review ng and expandi ng nonitoring
net wor ks, devel opi ng nodeling tools for national and
| ocal scale risk assessnents, and beginning to work with
State and | ocal governments to set up air toxic prograns.
It also provides information on what EPA and State
prograns are currently doing to reduce risks.
Section V describes our longer-termactivities to address
air toxics risks in urban areas, including residual risk
standards, additional stationary source standards, and
possi ble State program actions. It also discusses our
research strategy to characterize risks and to neasure
progress toward the risks reduction goals of the
strat egy.

List of Pollutants, their Effects and Sources

General Overvi ew
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This section provides further discussion of what air
toxics are and what concerns they present, and descri bes how
we eval uated and selected a draft list of HAP to gui de our
actions under the strategy. It includes descriptions of our
em ssions inventory and our nethodol ogy for identifying the
HAP estimated to pose the greatest threats to public health
i n urban areas.

In brief, we evaluated the health effects information
avai l able for the 188 HAP, estimated em ssions from al
known sources using a variety of techniques, assessed
avai lable air quality nonitoring data, reviewed existing
studi es, and produced a list of pollutants based on the
relative hazards they pose in urban areas when consi dering
toxicity, em ssions and related characteristics. Fromthis
effort, we were able to establish a |ist of HAP which we
believe to pose the greatest threats to public health in
urban areas, considering em ssions frommajor stationary,
area and nobil e sources.

B. What are Air Toxics and what threats do they present to
public heal th?

Toxic air pollutants include a wde variety of organic

and i norgani c substances released fromindustrial operations
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(both large and small), fossil fuel conbustion, gasoline and
di esel - powered vehi cles, and many ot her sources. The Act as
amended in 1990 identifies 188 toxic chem cals as HAP

Maj or categories of toxic air pollutants include volatile
organi ¢ conpounds, known as VOC, netals and inorganic

chem cals, and sem -volatile organic chemcals. Volatile
chem cals are usually released into the air as vapor, while
sem -volatile organics and netals may be released in the
formof particles.

The HAP have the potential to cause various types of harm
under certain circunstances of exposure (e.g., depending on
t he anobunt of chem cal, the length of tinme exposed, the
stage in life of person exposed). W have classified many
as “known,” “probable,” or “possible” human carci nogens and
have included this information in EPA's Integrated Ri sk

| nformati on System® The HAP can al so be described with

The Integrated Ri sk Information System (IRI'S)
prepared and maintained by the U S. Environnental Protection
Agency (U.S. EPA), is an electronic data base contai ning
informati on on human health effects that may result from
exposure to various chemcals in the environnment. RIS was
initially devel oped for EPA staff in response to a grow ng
demand for consistent information on chem cal substances for
use in risk assessnents, decision-making and regul atory
activities. The information in IRIS is intended for those
W t hout extensive training in toxicology, but with sone
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regard to the part of the human body to which they pose
threats of harm For exanple, neurotoxic pollutants cause
harmto the nervous system The severity of harm however,
can range from headaches and nausea to respiratory arrest
and death. The |level of severity differs both with the
anount and | ength of exposure and the chemcal itself (i.e.,
how it interacts with individual conponents of the nervous
systen). Sone chem cals pose particul ar hazards to peopl e
of a certain age or stage in life. For exanple, sonme HAP
are developnentally toxic. That is, exposure to certain
anmounts of these chem cals during the devel opnent of a fetus
or young child can prevent normal devel opnent into a healthy
adult. O her HAP are reproductive toxicants, neaning that
they may have the potential to affect the ability of adults
to conceive or give birth

In a recent effort to characterize the nmagnitude, extent
and significance of airborne HAP in the U S. (as part of

EPA' s Cumul ative Exposure Project or CEP), conputer nodeling

know edge of health sciences. Further information about
RIS, including the information it contains, can be found on
the IRIS web site at http://ww. epa.gov/iris.
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was used to estimate outdoor concentrations nationw de using
a 1990 national em ssions inventory conpiled for 148
pollutants from maj or area and nobil e sources (Wodruff et
al., 1998). The estimated outdoor concentrations for 119
HAP were conpared to heal t h-based benchnmarks. The
benchmarks for potential cancer effects were set at HAP
concentrations which, if experienced throughout a lifetine,
are predicted to be associated with an upper bound excess
cancer risk of 1-in-1 mllion. The benchmarks for potential
health effects other than cancer were set at exposure
concentrations for each HAP which, if experienced over a
lifetime, are considered to have no significant risk of
adverse noncancer effects. The study | ooked at nore than
60, 000 census tracts in the continental U S. Census tracts
vary in size but typically contain a popul ati on of

approxi mately 4, 000.

It is very inportant to understand that this nodeling
esti mates annual average outdoor concentrations for 1990 and
does not incorporate other aspects of exposure nodeling,
such as differences in concentrations in various mcro
envi ronments, indoor air and individuals’ comuting

patterns. Thus, the study did not attenpt to estimate the
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nunber of people who m ght be exposed to these estinated
concentrations of HAP, nor the frequency or duration of such
exposures. For this reason, results should be viewed as an
i ndi cator of potential hazard and not as a characterization
of actual risk. This effort suggests that HAP exposures are
preval ent nationw de; and for sonme HAP in sonme | ocations,
the concentrations are significant. Concentrations of

ei ght* HAP appear to be greater than their lifetime excess
cancer risk-based benchmarks (10°° |ifetine individual

excess cancer risk) in all of the census tracts, primarily
because of background concentrations (i.e., airborne |evels
occurring as a result of long-rang transport, resuspension
of historic em ssions and natural sources), not just from

| ocal i zed current anthropogenic em ssions. Current

ant hr opogeni ¢ em ssi ons, however, appear to contribute to
concentrations of at |east two HAP (benzene and

f or mal dehyde) above the associ ated benchmark in up to 90
percent of the census tracts. Further, there are 28 HAP for

whi ch estimated concentrations were greater than the

4 These HAP incl ude: benzene, carbon tetrachl oride,
chl orof orm ethyl ene di brom de, ethylene dichloride,
f or mal dehyde, nethyl chloride, and bis(2-
et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e.



27

associ ated benchmark in a |arger nunber proportion of urban
areas than rural areas. In a nuch smaller nunber of

| ocations, concentrations of certain HAP were estimated to
be nore than a factor of 100 greater than the correspondi ng
cancer and noncancer based benchmark.

We conclude fromthis analysis that for certain HAP
concentrations of potential concern are common in all census
tracts. Additionally, there is a subset of the HAP at
| evel s of potential concern in nore urban than in rural
areas. This project has highlighted many of the HAP on
which we will be focusing our attention in the urban air
t oxi cs strategy.

C. How did EPA ldentify the Priority HAP?

In this section, we present our analysis of what HAP we
consider to pose the greatest threat to public health in
urban areas as of 1990. Although we have |imted
information on risks, we used the best avail able data on air
toxics: (1) the National Toxics Inventory, which provides
em ssions data on the 188 HAP, conbined with information on
toxicity to determne the relative hazard anong HAP;, (2)
nmonitoring data available fromthe Aeronetric Information

Retrieval System and our toxics data archive, (3)
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t oxi col ogi cal information from EPA and ot her gover nnent
sources, (4) an analysis of previous studies on air toxics
in urban area; and (5) the Cumul ati ve Exposure Project

anal ysis of nodel ed em ssions from 148 HAP by census tracts
of the contiguous U S. W begin with a discussion of the
em ssions inventory and then explain our nethodol ogy for

pi cking the HAP in nore detail.

1. Em ssions Inventory

a. How was the em ssions inventory devel oped?

In order to provide information on all 188 HAP, we are
devel oping and refining the national toxics inventory.
Moreover, in order to inplenment the specific requirements of
section 112(k), we believed that it was inportant to have
the best information possible in determ ning which of the
188 HAP shoul d be included on the urban HAP |ist.

Therefore, we conducted an initial ranking anal ysis based on
the information we had at the tine and identified a
candidate list of 40 HAP. W provided the candidate list to
the public for coment through the Internet in Septenber of
1997. We devel oped a national inventory of sources and

em ssions for these 40 potential urban area pollutants

considering the information provided by the public for the
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base year 1990. The base year 1990 was used because it was
the year that the Act was anmended and, thus, the year in

whi ch EPA recei ved congressional direction to take actions
to address the hazards posed by HAP. Therefore, we believe
that 1990 represents a reasonable starting point for our

anal yses and regul atory efforts. The base year inventory
report can be obtained fromour Internet Wrld Wde Wb site
(www. epa. gov/ttn/uatw 112k/riurban. htm ). The report notes
that current em ssions may differ fromem ssions cal cul ated
for the 1990 base year. W used these 1990 em ssions
estimates for the urban area pollutants identified in the
next subsection to eval uate what source categories should be
subj ect to regul ation.

The 1990 base year inventory docunent includes estimtes
for all sources of the section 112(k) pollutants for which
we coul d establish estimation techniques. W believe this
base year inventory report will be a useful reference to
t hose who wish to understand the relative relationship of
stationary source em ssions (and in particul ar those that
have been eval uated for section 112(k) purposes) to
em ssions fromother types of sources. Therefore, this

inventory includes estimates for sources that we believe
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woul d not be subject to section 112 regulations (e.g.,
nmobi | e sources, fires, and residential fuel combustion). In
addition, where we do not have data to support an em ssions
estimate but do have information to suggest a source
category is a potential emtter of a section 112(k)
pollutant, we note this in the inventory docunent.

Al t hough section 112(k) focuses on area sources, the
inventory provides information concerning both “major” and
“area” sources as defined in section 112(a) of the Act for
each source category, as well as nobile source categories.
This information is inportant to our ability to fully
characterize risk potential, even though regul atory
deci sions under section 112(k) focus on area sources.

To address the requirenments of section 112(k), we
devel oped a national inventory of sources and em ssions of
the urban area pollutants based on data collected fromthe
MACT st andards program Urban Air Toxics Program the Toxics
Rel ease I nventory (TRI), the G eat Waters Study, the C ean
Air Act-mandated Reports to Congress on nercury and electric
utility steam generating units, locating and estimating
(L&E) docunents used as guides to identify and estimate

em ssions, and review of other published technical
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literature. Em ssion factors were obtained from our

Conpi lation of Air Pollutant Em ssion Factors, Volune |:
Stationary, Point and Area Sources (AP-42) docunent, our
Factor Information Retrieval System em ssion factor

dat abase, L&E docunents, MACT prograns, Federal Aviation
Engi ne Em ssi on Dat abase, and industry studies. Activity
data were obtained from published government reports (e.g.,
vehicle mles traveled data fromthe Departnent of
Transportation’s annual highway statistics, |anding and
take-of f cycles fromthe Federal Aviation Admnistration air
traffic statistics, energy consunption data from Depart nment
of Energy publications), industry trade publications,

i ndustrial economc reports, industry trade groups, and the
MACT devel opnent progranms. Wth the exception of TRI data,
the inventory primarily represents the product of a “top-
down” cal cul ati on net hodol ogy. This neans em ssions were
estimated by using sonme neasure of source category activity
(on the national |evel) and associated em ssion factors or
speciation profiles for the category and its processes.
Wth a few exceptions (e.g., use of TR, em ssions data from
muni ci pal waste conbustors, and secondary | ead refining

operations), section 112(k) national em ssions are not the
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sum of individual facility estimates (i.e., a “bottom up”
process). The initial phase of the section 112(k) em ssions
inventory effort constituted a screening analysis since we
were attenpting to prelimnarily quantify atnospheric
rel eases of all sources of the section 112(k) pollutants. A
t op- down approach is generally considered an appropriate and
cost-effective use of resources for screening efforts such
as those needed to assess section 112(k) pollutants. The
| evel of effort required to estimate em ssions using a
bott om up approach for all source categories that emt these
pol lutants would be extrenely costly. Should it be dictated
as aresult of this analysis and listing, such detailed
facility-specific em ssions information may be col |l ected
during the technical analysis phase of MACT program
devel opment for the source categories listed for future
section 112(k) rul emaki ng consi derati on.
b. Wsat is the base year for the inventory?

As not ed above, we chose the base year 1990 for the
em ssions inventory because we believe that the year the Act
was anmended represents the nost reasonable starting point
for our analyses and regulatory efforts. Since

section 112(k) requires a conparative accounting of the
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sources of these specific pollutants, we also believed it
inportant that, to the greatest extent possible, al

em ssions be estimated fromthe sane base year. |In severa
cases, other and perhaps better, em ssions estimtes were
avai l abl e that represent nore current em ssions levels. In
t hese instances, the nore current estimate was noted, but
the 1990 em ssions estimate was used for the section 112(k)
accounting of the sources of urban HAP. For exanple, |ead
em ssions fromgasoline distribution fromthe refinery to
the storage tanks at service stations (conmmonly referred to
as Stage |) for on-road nobile sources were estimated to be
0.086 tons in 1990. By 1996, there were no | ead em ssions
fromthis source due to the mandated phaseout of | eaded
gasol i ne by Decenber 31, 1995. However, the | ead phaseout
does not include fuels used for aviation, non-road egines,
mari ne vessels and autonotive racing purposes. Data were
insufficient to estimte the em ssions fromfuel usage from
non-road engi nes, marine vessels and autonotive racing. For
this reason, we are requesting additional information to
hel p quantify em ssions of |ead conpounds fromthese

sources.
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C. How were pol lutants that are regul ated as sets of
i ndi vi dual species handled in the inventory?

a. Polycyclic Organic Matter (POM. Various conventions
wer e adopted for devel oping the inventory of the pollutant
groups where no standardi zed nethods currently exist. This
is nost notably the case for POM which is defined in
section 112(b) of the Act as organic conpounds with nore
t han one benzene ring and a boiling point greater than or
equal to 100°C, which would include a conplex m xture of
t housands of pol ynucl ear aromati c hydrocarbons (PAH)

Because conpiling the inventory of all POM conpounds
individually is currently inpossible, surrogate approaches
have been used. For instance, sone of the avail abl e POM
data are expressed in terns of the solvent-extractable
fraction of particulate matter, referred to as extractable
organic matter or EOM O her POM data are defined as being
included in either the group of seven or group of 16
i ndi vi dual PAH species, referred to as 7-PAH and 16- PAH,
respectively. The species that make up 7- PAH have been
identified by EPA as probabl e human carci nogens, and the 16-
PAH are those species that are neasured by EPA Method 610.

The 16- PAH i ncl ude the 7-PAH group.
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For the purposes of section 112(k), we decided to use 7-
PAH as the POM surrogate because of its nore well -
established relationship to health effects of concern. That
i's, 7-PAH includes 7 specific carcinogenic conpounds,
whereas the health significance of the 16- PAH surrogate is
| ess certain.

b. D oxins and Furans. In developing the em ssions
inventory to support this action, we initially attenpted to
inventory the specific dioxin and furan species, but soon
found a significant shortage of avail able em ssions data for
these pollutants for all pertinent source categories.

During the data collection phase of the process, we found
that nore em ssions estimtes and em ssions factors were
avai l abl e for dioxins and furans on the basis of 2,3,7, 8-
TCDD toxic equivalent quantities (TEQ 1989 international -
NATO . The MACT program section 112(c)(6) source category
list, and the Ofice of Research and Devel opnment’s Di oxin
Reassessnent Study predomi nantly report em ssions estinates
on a 2,3,7,8-TCDD TEQ basis. Therefore, to maxim ze the
nunmber of source categories for which national estimates
could be determi ned on a conmon basis and best carry out the

obj ectives of section 112(k), EPA chose to use the TEQ
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met hod for devel oping the inventory for dioxin and furan
species. It should be understood that TEQs aggregate all of
the dioxin and furan species into one val ue wei ghted by
toxicity, so that the dioxin and furan em ssions estimates
conpiled in this inventory include individual species. Mre
information on the use of the TEQ net hod can be obtai ned
fromthe section 112(k) inventory report

(www. epa. gov/ttn/uatw 112K/ riurban. htm).

d. Wiy and how were national em ssions disaggregated to
maj or and area source categories?

For the purposes of section 112(k), determ ning the
percentage of a source category’s em ssions that cone from
maj or sources generally establishes the percentage subject
to a given section 112(d)(2) standard unl ess area sources
for the category are also |listed and regul at ed. The
all ocation of em ssions between major and area sources
(maj or/area splits) used for various source categories in
the section 112(k) analysis are a rough approxi mati on based
on our current understanding of the industries concerned.
Where specific data pertaining to major/area splits are
avail able, the splits are typically derived fromdefinitions

of facilities, not necessarily the allocation of em ssions.
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CGenerally, we collect information on the major/area split
during the devel opnent of each source category specific
regul ation by surveying individual facilities with detail ed
questions. This section 112(k) study is considered a
screeni ng anal ysis, and we consi dered col |l ecting nore
detailed data for this study to be cost prohibitive, as well
as redundant, since such information will be gathered on a
source specific basis during any subsequent regul atory
devel opnent. For information about the specific nmajor/area
splits used in the section 112(k) inventory, see Appendix C
of the inventory report. W solicit public conment on the
appropriateness of the major/area splits used in the section
112(k) em ssions inventory, as well as the inventory
estimates of em ssions. This information will also be on
t he web.

e. How were national em ssions spatially disaggregated?

Section 112(k) of the Act addresses HAP that “present the
greatest threat to public health in the | argest nunber of
urban areas.” The Act does not provide a definition of
“urban,” however. To spatially allocate em ssions on an
urban and rural basis, we used Bureau of the Census

statistical data (U S. Bureau of the Census, 1990). The
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Bureau of the Census lists the counties included in each
Metropolitan Statistical area (MSA) in the United States.
An MSA can include nore than one county. W first summed
the county popul ation in each MSA. W designated the
counties as urban or rural based on the sumof their
popul ations. Em ssions were assigned to counties by various
met hods. I n sonme cases, such as with TRl estimates and data
obt ai ned from MACT studies, em ssions could be assigned to
individual facilities and then summed at the county |evel.
In cases where facility-specific data were not avail abl e
or could not be provided in an appropriate format wthin the
time constraints of this project, em ssions were assigned to
i ndi vi dual counties using surrogate approaches. Two
exanpl es of these surrogate approaches include proportioning
nati onal non-road vehicle em ssions to counties based on
popul ati on proportioning em ssions fromsone industri al
sectors to counties based on 1990 SI C code enpl oynent
estimates. For a conplete |ist of spatial allocation
approaches used in this study, see appendix C of the
section 112(k) Inventory Report on the previously nentioned
web site.

f. Howreliable is the inventory?
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The em ssions inventory devel oped to support
section 112(k) activities contains data of highly varying
specificity and reliability. 1In sone cases, we or the
i ndustry prepared the em ssions estimates in response to
other regulatory initiatives. These data are, in several
cases, based on individual facility data or representative,
category-w de data devel oped from extensive testing. O her
nmore source-specific estimate data are based on
i ndustry-submtted estimates to TRI, which have been based
on testing or process-specific know edge. O her estimates
wer e based on a top-down approach utilizing limted em ssion
factors. GCenerally, activity data even for these categories
were of reasonably good quality. The em ssion factor data,
however, varied considerably in ternms of nunber, quality,
and representativeness. As discussed previously, the draft
inventory in this notice reflects the input received.

The section 112(k) 1990 em ssions inventory represents
the best data available to the Agency for that period.
However, as nore source categories are eval uated during
devel opment of rules and nore data on industry activity,
em ssions factors and source tests becone avail abl e,

em ssion estimates should continue to inprove. |n addition,
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al though there is currently no requirenent for States to
coll ect and/or report HAP em ssions estimates (as there are
for criteria pollutant data), many States are devel opi ng
data bases for HAP em ssions. As these prograns evol ve,
em ssions estimates will inprove further.
g. Has this inventory been reviewed by the public?

A draft of the section 112(k) em ssions inventory was
made available on EPA's Internet World Wde Wb site
(ww. epa. gov/ttn/uatw 112k/riurban. htm) for review by the
public in Septenber 1997. In addition, we identified a |ist
of trade organi zations, industry, and environnmental advocacy
groups and contacted themindividually by letter to announce
the availability of the inventory and to request their
reviews. The EPA requested that any comments on the
Septenber 1997 draft section 112(k) inventory be submtted
by October 15, 1997. The comments submitted were sunmari zed
in the EPA docunent entitled “Public Corments Recei ved about
Techni cal Aspects of the 1990 Em ssion Inventory of Forty
Pol lutants in the Section 112(k) External Review Draft
Report,” which can be obtained fromthe EPA's Internet Wb
site nmentioned earlier.

2. List of the Priority HAP
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a. What are the priority HAP?

Table 1 presents a draft list of HAP that we believe pose
the greatest threat to public health in urban areas.
Al t hough information is limted regarding actual risks posed
by specific HAP em ssions, the availability of various other
types of information is sufficient to achieve our objective
of identifying those HAP posing the greatest potenti al
public health concern in urban areas. Even though section
112(k)(3)(B) (i) requires that we |list HAP emtted from area
sources, we believe that the public is exposed to conpl ex
m xtures of pollutants, and these pollutants are emtted by
all sources. The risk fromexposure to HAP has public
heal th inplications regardl ess of what the source of the
em ssions are. W judged these HAP to pose significant
health threats and believe it is inportant to include them
in the strategy to support activities to achieve the risk
reductions required under section 112(k)(3)(C . Therefore,
inthe interests of best protecting public health, we have
identified HAP considering the cumul ati ve exposure potenti al
of nobile, area, and major stationary source en ssions
conbi ned. Included on the draft l|ist of urban HAP are those

30 HAP, the identification of which is required under
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section 112(k)(3), that present the greatest threat to
public health and result from area source em ssions.

Em ssions of only these 30 HAP were considered in the area
source category listing required under section 112(c)(3) and
112(k). As discussed before, those HAP that are emtted by
maj or or nobile sources, without a significant contribution
fromarea sources, will be addressed using our other
existing authorities under the Act, such as section

112(c) (1), 112 (d) and 112(f) (these HAP are noted on the
table with an asterisk). For exanple, if there is a mgjor
source category that emts one of these HAP and is not
currently addressed by MACT or section 129, we may determ ne
addi tional regulation under section 112(b) is necessary.
Alternatively, if the HAP presents nore of a |ocal concern,
it my be appropriate for the State or |ocal agency to
address it under its authorities. |In light of the

requi rement of section 112(k)(3) and EPA s desire to
integrate other statutory requirements regarding air toxics,
we are requesting comrent on whether it is appropriate for
us to include the HAP that do not have significant
contributions fromarea sources on the |ist.

TABLE 1. Draft list of HAP for the Integrated Urban Ar
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acet al dehyde

et hyl ene dichl ori de

(1, 2-di chl or oet hane)

acrol ein

et hyl ene oxi de

acrylonitrile

f or mal dehyde

arseni ¢ conpounds

hydr azi ne

benzene

| ead conpounds

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e

manganese conpounds

1, 3- but adi ene

mer cury conpounds

cadm um conpounds

nmet hyl chl ori de’

carbon tetrachl ori de

met hyl ene di phenyl diisocynate

(MDI)

chl or of or m

met hyl ene chl ori de

(di chl or onet hane)

chrom um conpounds

ni ckel conpounds

coke oven eni ssions”

pol ycyclic organic matter

(POM
(7- PAH)

1, 4-di chl or obenzene

propyl ene dichl ori de

(1, 2- dichl oropropane)

1, 3-di chl or opr opene

qui nol i ne’

2,3,7,8-tetrachl orodi benzo-
p-di oxin (& congeners & TCDF

congeners)

t et rachl or oet hyl ene

(per chl or oet hyl ene)
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et hyl ene di brom de

(di br onoet hane)

trichl oroet hyl ene

vinyl chloride

The met hod by which we identified HAP for the urban HAP
list is sunmari zed here and nore fully described in the
techni cal support docunent in the docket. In order to use
the available information in the nost robust manner, we
ranked HAP for consideration for the urban HAP list in the
follow ng three ways. First, we ranked HAP by conbini ng
indicators of toxicity and exposure into ranking indices.
The surrogates for toxicity were the risk-based
concentration (RBC) for inhalation or risk-based dose (RBD)
for ingestion. For effects other than cancer, the RBC or
RBD represented an exposure estimated to be w thout adverse
effects in human popul ati ons, including sensitive
i ndividuals. For carcinogenic HAP, we used RBC or RBD
val ues representing both exposures associated with a 1-in-1
mllion and a 1-in-10 thousand upper-bound predicted
lifetime cancer risks. Surrogates for exposure included

measur ed anmbi ent concentrati ons and eni ssion rates from
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area, major and nobile sources. As nore conpletely
described in the technical support docunent, seven separate
i ndices were cal cul ated, then conbined into a single

r anki ng.

Second, we reviewed a nunber of existing exposure or
hazard assessnents concerni ng HAP t hat have been conducted
previously by EPA, State agencies and others. Fourteen
studi es were deened appropriate for conparative ranking of
HAP in urban areas because they were sufficiently broad in
the pollutants eval uated, they included area sources of HAP
and they focused on the risks presented in urban areas. The
resul tant HAP ranki ngs fromeach study were normalized to
the sanme scale, then aggregated to nake a total score for
each HAP. Carcinogens and noncarci nogens were ranked
separately. Because section 112(k) places special enphasis
on area sources of HAP, anal yses were done for major, area,
and nobil e sources conbined, and for area sources al one.

Third, we used information provided by the CEP which
conpares nodel ed anbi ent concentrations of HAP in urban
areas Wi th heal th-based benchmarks. The CEP used estimates
of 1990 HAP em ssions rates to nodel |ong-term average

concentrations at the census tract |evel for 148 HAP
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[ Whodruff et al., 1998]. A long-term Gaussi an di spersion
nodel i ng approach was used, with em ssion estinmates drawn
from TRl and ot her EPA dat abases addressing najor, area, and
nmobi | e sources. Contributions fromhistoric em ssions of
persistent pollutants and from nonant hr opogeni ¢ sources were
addressed wi th background val ues drawn from neasurenents in
renote | ocations. The CEP conpared its estimted anbi ent
concentrations to benchmarks corresponding to a one in a
mllion upper bound estimate of excess lifetinme cancer
risks, or no significant risks of adverse noncancer effects.
The HAP were prioritized according to the nunber of urban
census tracts in which the nodel ed concentrati on was above
t he heal th based benchmark.

In our selection of urban HAP for the integrated
strategy, we conpared and then conmbined the results of these
t hree separate ranking anal yses. Thirty-one of the 33 urban
HAP on the draft list in Table 1 were identified as
significant by nore than one of these separate anal yses.
Two nore HAP, nercury and POM were added to the draft |ist
of HAP. We were concerned that studies considered in the
ranki ng nmet hodol ogy that we used did not fully consider

these two HAP. For exanple, nultipathway exposure to
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persistent pollutants was only considered in one of the
ranki ng nmet hodol ogi es. Therefore, although nmercury was
identified by only one of the three anal yses, it was added
to the proposed |list because it was identified due to food
chai n exposures. Moreover, the Mercury Study Report to
Congress (Decenber 1997) provides substantial information
denonstrating the health and ecol ogi cal threats posed by
mercury in the environment. Thus, in our judgenent, had
mul ti pat hway exposure been nore fully considered in the CEP
and ot her studies, nercury woul d have ranked significantly
in them

The health effect of greatest concern is the
neurotoxicity to the devel oping fetus associated with
met hyl mercury exposure. Fish consunption is a principle
pat hway for human exposure to nethyl nmercury. Since other
forms of mercury are capable of nethylation once introduced
into the environnent, we do not limt the scope of our
regul atory anal yses to nethyl nercury, but consider em ssions
of other mercury species as well. Environnental | oadings of
mercury which lead to concentrations in fish result from
nat ural sources, historical contam nation through different

medi a, and fromcurrent inputs, including air em ssions.
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G ven the current scientific understanding, it is not
possible to quantify how nuch of methylnmercury in fish
consuned by the U S. population is contributed by U S. air

em ssions relative to other sources of mercury.?®

S Critical elements in estimating nmethyl nercury
exposure and risk formfish consunption include the species
of fish consunmed, the concentrations of nethylnmercury in the
fish, the quantity of fish consuned, and how frequently fish
is consuned. The typical U S. consuner eating fish from
restaurants and grocery stores is not in danger of consum ng
harnful levels of nethylmercury fromfish and is not advised
tolimt fish consunption. The |evels of nethyl mercury
found in the nost frequently consuned commercial fish are
| ow, especially conpared to |levels that m ght be found in
sonme non-commercial fish fromfresh water bodies that have
been affected by nercury pollution. Wile nost U S
consuners need not be concerned about their exposure to
met hyl mercury, sonme exposures ny be of concern. Those who
regularly and frequently consune | arge anounts of fish--
either marine species that typically have much hi gher |evels
of methylmercury than the rest of seafood, or freshwater
fish that have been affected by nercury pollution--are nore
hi ghly exposed. Because the devel oping fetus may be the
nost sensitive to the effects from net hyl mercury, wonen of
chil d-bearing age are regarded as the popul ati on of greatest
interest. An analysis of dietary surveys presented in the
1997 EPA Mercury Study |led the EPA to concl ude that between
1 and 3 percent of wonen of child-bearing age (i.e., between
ages of 15 and 44) eat sufficient anmounts of fish to be at
risk from nmethyl mercury exposure, depending on the
met hyl mercury concentration in the fish. These consuners
shoul d be aware of the Food and Drug Adm nistration and
State fish advisories that suggest limting the consunption
of contam nated fish. Advisories in the United States have
been issued by 40 States and sone Tribes, warning agai nst
consunption of certain species of fish contam nated with
met hyl mer cury.
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G ven the concentrations of people in urban areas, the
numer ous area sources of nercury em ssions in those areas,
and the resulting greater potential for people to be exposed
to mercury through multiple pathways, we believe that
inclusion of mercury in the list of HAP under section
112(k)(3)(B) (i) is appropriate. However, we are seeking
comment on the inclusion of nmercury on this list and whet her
it is appropriate to identify a HAP under this subsection
based on pathways in addition to inhalation.

Pol ycyclic organic matter was only eval uated under one of
the three anal yses and only partially under another and was
added to the proposed section 112(k) |ist based upon its
identification in one analysis and a recognition fromthe
scientific literature of its potential hazard. For POM we
are identifying the 7-PAH surrogate, which is focused on
seven specific carcinogenic species.

One famly of pollutants emtted primarily by nobile
sources, diesel exhaust emi ssions, is not listed in Table 1
but is appropriately noted here as one which is presently
undergoi ng testing or assessnent by EPA for its role in the
urban air toxics problem Although diesel exhaust was not

specifically investigated in the studies that we used to
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sel ect the pollutants which do appear in Table 1, we will be
considering it along with those specific pollutants |isted
in Table 1 as we devel op and i npl enent the integrated urban
strat egy.

Di esel engines in highway and nonroad nobil e sources are
numer ous and w despread. There have been recent studies
[ inking diesel emssions to lung cancer and other health
i npacts. Diesel engines are a source of POM whi ch appears
on Table 1. However, there may be other constituents in
di esel exhaust that adversely affect health. W have
prepared a draft assessnment docunment on the health risks of
di esel em ssions and have obtained coment on it fromthe
Clean Air Science Advisory Conmttee of the Science Advisory
Board. Wien this docunent is conpleted, it will informthe
further devel opnent of the integrated strategy for urban air
toxics. There are area sources which enploy stationary
di esel engines, but we are not proposing such stationary
engi nes for regul ation under section 112(k) even though they
emt POM because we do not believe these engines are a
substantial urban source of POM or any of the other
pollutants listed in Table 1. Stationary diesel engines

used by area sources |located in urban environnents are
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primarily used only for energency service and operate
i nfrequently.

b. How did EPA identify the 30 HAP for section 112(k)
pur poses?

As di scussed earlier, section 112(k)(3)(B) of the Act
requires EPAto identify not |ess than 30 HAP that are
estimated to pose the greatest threat to public health in
the | argest nunmber of urban areas as the result of em ssions
fromarea sources. Although the Act requires that these HAP
pose threats “as the result of em ssions from area sources,”
it does not state that such threats be exclusively the
result of em ssions fromarea sources. Therefore, for the
pur pose of neeting the requirenents of section 112(k) and
112(c)(3), we identified those HAP that pose the greatest
threat to public health in the analysis discussed above
because they ranked highest relative to the other HAP and
because they denonstrated significant contribution from area
sources. By identifying the draft |list of 30 HAP as those
that have a significant contribution fromarea sources, we
are ensuring that the threats posed by those HAP are “the
result of em ssions fromarea sources.” Wthout that

contribution fromarea sources, the threat fromthose HAP
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woul d not be as great. W judged an urban HAP to neet this
area source denonstration if it was identified in the CEP
urban anal ysis as having estimated concentrations greater
than the health based benchmark in a significant nunber of
urban census tracts as a result of area source em ssions
only, or according to EPA's National Toxics Inventory,
augnented by the section 112(k) inventory, its area source
em ssions accounted for at least 5 percent of the total
em ssions for that HAP. It is inportant to renmenber that
these 30 HAP were used in identifying the draft list of new
area source categories for which standards will be addressed
in the future as required by section 112(c)(3) and
112(k)(3)(B)(ii). The entire list of 33 HAP wll|l be used to
gui de actions to neet the requirenents of section
112(k)(3) (O .

We are taking comrent on the criteria we used in
devel oping the HAP list including whether it is appropriate
for us to include multipathway exposures as part of this
determ nation; whether it is appropriate to include nore
than those HAP with significant contribution from area
sources; and if we should expand the list to include a

broader representati on of HAP
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I11. Plan for the Area Source Strategy

This section discusses how we intend to use the
information collected in the em ssions inventory devel opnment
and HAP ranki ng assessnent efforts to address the
requi renents of section 112(c)(3) and 112(k)(3) to regul ate
em ssions of air toxics fromarea sources. It reviews the
process of establishing a |list of source categories,
identifies those source categories we intend to subject to
further em ssion standards, and di scusses the significance
of the listing processes.
A.  How does EPA plan to address area sources of HAP?

One conponent of the integrated urban air toxics strategy
w || address the provisions of section 112(k). The basis
for the draft area source conponent of the integrated urban
air toxics strategy is our draft list of HAP that, as a
result of em ssions fromarea sources, present the greatest
threat to public health in urban areas. Section 112(Kk)(3)
requires that we assure that area source categories or
subcat egori es accounting for at |east 90 percent “of each of
the 30 identified hazardous air pollutants are subject to
standards pursuant to subsection [112](d).” In addition,

section 112(c)(3) specifies that we |list source categories
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or subcategories representing 90 percent of area source
em ssions of the 30 HAP

These provisions of the 1990 Anendnents refl ect
Congress’s judgnent that there are significant health risks
fromair toxics in urban areas that should be expeditiously
reduced. In addition, these provisions reflect an
under standing that available information is in many cases
insufficient to quantify risks fromair toxics. Therefore,
we are directed to identify the pollutants from area sources
that, in a relative sense, present the greatest threat in
urban areas and to set achi evable standards to reduce
overall em ssions of these priority pollutants of concern.
By requiring 90 percent of the em ssions of each of the
identified HAP to be subject to regulation, the statute
directs us to seek opportunities for em ssions reductions in
many i ndustry sectors. However, the statute provided us
with significant flexibility to determ ne the stringency of
the sector-based standards (i.e., MACT or GACT standards)
and to ensure that they are achi evabl e and reasonable. To
provi de conpliance flexibility, standards are to be
per formance-based (i.e., in the formof nunerical em ssions

l[imts) except where infeasible. W wll| also consider the
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use of incentives, nonregul atory prograns and ot her

i nnovative approaches in seeking ways to reduce em ssions
and risks fromarea sources, as well as other sources
addressed by the integrated strategy.

The follow ng presents the analysis of the area source
categories that we are considering listing to neet the
requi renents of section 112(c)(3) and 112(k). Because this
section of the Act inposes requirenents that are specific to
area sources, this discussion did not include an anal ysis of
maj or or nobile source categories. Any regulatory
activities for those categories will be addressed under
ot her Act authorities.

B. Wiat is a “listing”?

When we |ist a source category under the authority of
section 112(c), we publicly identify it for regulatory
action under section 112(d). As discussed earlier, the
details of that regul ation, such as what kinds of controls
wi |l be inposed or em ssion reductions acconplished, are
determ ned in the subsequent regul atory devel opnment process
and cannot be predicted at the tinme of listing. This
strategy is not considered a rule and does not by itself

affect the interests of any party in a direct or
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quantifiable nmanner. Any standards that result fromthis
listing, however, will undergo full public notice and
corment. We believe that this is consistent with section
112(e)(4) of the Act which states:

Not wi t hst andi ng section 307 of this Act, no action

of the Adm nistrator adding a pollutant to the

i st under subsection (b) or listing a source

category or subcategory under subsection (c) shal

be a final agency action subject to judicial

review, except that any such action may be

revi ewed under such section 307 when the

Adm ni strator issues em ssion standards for such

pol | utant or category.
At the tinme we propose new em ssion standards for a source
category or subcategory identified in the final strategy, we
intend al so to request conmment on the section
112(k) (3)(B) (i) listing of the specific pollutants that
serve as the basis for the listing of that category or
subcat egory.
C. Wiat is EPA's goal in area source |isting?

The stated purpose of section 112(k) of the Act is “to
achieve a substantial reduction in the em ssions of
hazardous air pollutants fromarea sources and an equi val ent
reduction in the public health risks associated with such

sources.” In addition to assuring conpliance with the

requi renments of section 112(c)(3) and 112(k), our goal in
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this draft listing action is to neet the purpose of the
urban area source programin the nost effective and | east
burdensonme way possi bl e.

D. \What does “subject to standards” nmean?

In order to subject a source category to standards, we
plan to conduct an eval uation of the source category, then,
based on that eval uation, make rul emaki ng decisions as to
what are the nost appropriate controls or other requirenents
for that area source category and publish our findings or
promul gate a rule, as appropriate. This process wll take
pl ace after publication of the final list of newWy
identified source categories. That is, source categories
listed under section 112(c)(3) and (k)(3) wll be “subject
to standards” under section 112(d), but the appropriate
controls and resulting em ssion reductions will not be known
until an area source standard is subsequently proposed and
pr omul gat ed.

E. Wich area source categories are to be |listed?

The follow ng table summari zes which of the additional
source categories EPA intends to list in the final strategy.
These categories are in addition to those already |isted for

whi ch standards have been published or are being devel oped.
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Attached as an appendix is a table for each HAP show ng the
source categories listed. W are requesting coment on the

list of area source categories identified bel ow
Table 1. Draft List of Source Categories for Regulation Under Section

112(k)

Abrasive Grain (Media) Manufacturing

Acrylic and Modacrylic Fiber Production

Agricultural Chemicals and Pesticides Manufacture
Manufacture of Nutritional Yeast

Cadmium Refining and Cadmium Oxide Production
Chemical Manufacturing: Chromium Compounds
Electronic and other Electric Equipment Manufacturing (SICs combined)
Food Products (SICs combined) manufacturing
Gasoline Distribution Stage |

Hospital Sterilizers

Industrial Inorganic Chemical Manufacturing

Industrial Machinery and Electrical Equipment (SICs combined)
Industrial Organic Chemicals Manufacturing
Instruments and Related Products (SICs combined)
Iron and Steel Foundries: Steel Foundries

Landfills (excluding Gas Flares)

Mineral Wool Manufacturing (includes Wool Fiberglass)
Miscellaneous Manufacturing (SICs combined)

Mobile Homes Manufacturing

Nonclay Refractories

Oil and Gas Production: Glycol Dehydrators

Paint Application (no spray booths)
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Pharmaceuticals Preparations and Manufacturing (SICs combined)
Plastics Materials and Resins Manufacturing

Plastics Products Manufacturing

Primary Copper Smelting

Primary Metal Products Manufacturing (SICs combined)
Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWS)
Reconstituted Wood Products

Sawmills and Planing Mills, general

Secondary Copper Smelting

Secondary Smelting and Refining of Nonferrous Metals
Storage Batteries Manufacturing

Textiles (SICs combined)

F. How were the source categories selected for |isting?
The | anguage about selecting area source categories in
section 112(c)(3) and section 112(k)(3)(b) differs sonmewhat.
Section 112(c)(3) requires us to list sufficient categories
“to ensure that area sources representing 90 percent of the

area source emssions of the 30 [|listed] hazardous air

pol lutants” are subject to regul ati on under section 112.
That would seemto allow us to regulate either 90 percent of
t he conbi ned em ssions of all of the 30 HAP or 90 percent of
the em ssions of each of the 30 HAP. By contrast, section
112(k) (3)(B) requires us to identify sufficient categories
to “assure that sources accounting for 90 percent or nore of

t he aggregate em ssions or each of the 30 identified
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hazardous air pollutants” are subject to standards under
section 112(d). That |anguage explicitly requires us to
regul ate 90 percent of the em ssions of each of the 30 HAP
Consequently, we selected the interpretation that allows us
to read the two provisions consistently. |In other words, we
assenbled a draft list of area source categories sufficient
to cover 90 percent of the em ssions of each of the 30 HAP

We ranked area source categories in the 1990 area source
em ssion inventory (described earlier) on a HAP-by- HAP
basis. That is, area source categories were ranked for each
of the 30 urban HAP (30 separate rankings) by nass of annual
em ssions (greatest tons per year to | east tons per year).
For each HAP, we included em ssions fromthose area source
categories which are already regulated or listed for
regul ation. W then selected the greatest-emtting source
categories until em ssions added up to 90 percent of the
total em ssions of that HAP. Al source categories selected
in this process but not already |listed under section 112 are
then to be listed for regul ation.

It is inportant to note that for POM we identified
source categories based on the 7-PAH surrogate. Because the

avail able data for the 7-PAH form are nost anenable to risk
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anal ysis, we intend to apply additional em ssions standards
only to the sources of emssions of this formof POM
However, we are seeking comment on the appropriateness of

t hi s approach.

G If ny source category is already subject to MACT, w |
section 112(k) nmean any changes to ny requirenents?

Addi tional requirenents, if any, for new or existing
standards may follow after we conduct further assessnents
under section 112(f) of the Act to determ ne residual risks
after the inplenentation of MACT standards set under section
112(d) and/or whether further actions under section 112(k)
and other Act authorities are needed to achieve risk
reduction goals. Because these elenments of the programare
not yet developed, it is difficult to determ ne what, if
any, changes will|l be necessary. Section 112(k) requires
that we ensure that 90 percent of the aggregate em ssions
are subject to standards. |If your area source category is
subject to a standard that has al ready been pronul gated,
then that standard has been considered in the 90 percent and
t hus woul d not require further listing under section 112(k).
Wher e standards have not yet been pronul gated for your

category, area sources may be made subject to further
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requi renents in order to assure the 90 percent requirenent
is net.
H Are changes to the list possible after the strategy is
final?

It nmust be enphasi zed that, since the em ssions inventory
is likely to change as new i nformati on becones avail abl e
frompublic conmments, as well as new data obtained in the
regul at ory devel opnent process, the source categories
selected for listing to neet the 90 percent em ssions
requi renment may al so change. W expect to nake revisions to
this regulatory listing based on new em ssions information
where it is nore accurate and effective to do so.

V. Near-term Actions to |Inplenent the Strategy

This section discusses actions that we intend to take
within the next 2-3 years to address air toxics from al
sources, including decisions on the need for, and
feasibility of, standards for notor vehicle fuels and
em ssions, devel opnent of standards for area sources,
inprovenent in air quality and em ssions dat abases,
devel opnent of analytical tools, and initiating
col l aboration with State and | ocal governnents. It also

provi des sunmary i nformation about what EPA and State
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prograns are currently in place to reduce risks from
exposure to HAP in urban areas.

A. How wi || EPA devel op notor vehicle and/or notor vehicle
fuel standards?

As previously discussed, under section 202(1)(2) of the
Act, we will pronul gate appropriate national regulations
controlling HAP from notor vehicles and their fuels. The
standards wil|l be based on the updated anal yses of the Motor
Vehicle Related Air Toxic Study published in 1993 under
section 202(1)(1) of the Act, which anal yzed the need for,
and feasibility of, controlling em ssions of toxic air
pol l utants which are associated with nobile sources. The
section 202(1)(2) regulations wll reflect the greatest
degree of em ssions reductions that can be achieved
considering various factors including availability and cost,
and will at a mninum address benzene and fornal dehyde
em ssions. W w |l exam ne nobile source contributions to
urban air toxics health risks and any new national nobile
source regulations will be established by 2000. W envi si on
that work done in the early stages of strategy
i npl ementation wll serve to facilitate the inportant

conpari sons of various em ssions sources in the urban areas
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and al |l ow conparisons of control authorities to provide the

best relative reduction of risk to the urban public.

Al t hough the study of nobile source em ssions will be

conpl eted soon, and the rules may be anong the earli est

activities of the strategy, we expect to continue our

efforts to ensure coordi nated use of our authorities to

address priority risks.

We expect to conplete activities required by section

202(1) according to the followi ng dates, consistent with the

consent decree:

1998:

Conpl ete the updated analysis of risks fromnobile
sources, including addressing coments received
fromreview of that study to provide better
estimations of nobile source em ssions projected
in the future; estinmate the exposure and predict
risk to the public fromnotor vehicle toxic

em ssions in 9 urban areas to better quantify the
magni tude of the health risks; and, assess
avai | abl e notor vehicle and/or fuel technol ogies,
and the inpact or cost effectiveness of those
technol ogi es to achi eve the greatest reduction in

public health risks fromair toxics under section
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202(1).

1999: | ssue a notice of proposed rul emaking for nobile

sour ce standards

2000: | ssue final rul emaki ng on nobil e source standards
B. How wi |l EPA devel op area source standards?

As discussed in section Ill, we nust ensure that 90
percent of the aggregate em ssions of each of the area
source urban HAP are subject to regulation. Earlier, we
presented the draft |ist of source categories that nust be
included in addition to the existing MACT regulations to
achieve this requirement. W intend to ensure that the
regul ations that result are both efficient and warranted for
protection of public health. 1In this notice, we are
requesting comment on the follow ng approach to devel opi ng
the regul ati ons necessary to neet this requirenent.

We intend to focus MACT on those area sources where the
i npact is greatest and where the technol ogy applicable to
maj or sources is also appropriate to area sources. However,
there are likely to be circunstances where GACT m ght be
nore appropriate than MACT. |In establishing the basis for
em ssion standards under section 112(d)(5), Congress

provi ded for GACT for area sources in lieu of MACT. That
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provi si on does not define GACT, but only states that the
Adm ni strator may elect to pronul gate “standards or
requirenents . . . which provide for the use of generally
avai l abl e control technol ogi es or nmanagenent practices by
such sources to reduce em ssion of hazardous air
pollutants.” For instance, there nmay be inportant
differences in the processes involved or the costs of
control that mght make it infeasible for area sources to
conply with MACT.

Al though the primary focus of the specific requirenments
of section 112(c)(3) and 112(k) is to ensure that at | east
90 percent of the aggregate em ssions of each of the 30
urban area source HAP are subject to standards, we
anticipate that area sources may be further addressed in the
strategy, as would major sources and notor vehicles, if we
determ ne that they continue to present significant public
health risks either on a national or local |evel once we

have conduct ed

anal yses of the estimated reduction of cancer and noncancer
heal th ri sks.

We are seeking comments on the foll ow ng schedule for
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devel opi ng the urban area source standards:

1999: Finalize the Integrated Urban Air Toxics Strategy;
Initiate the devel opnment of additional area source
st andar ds

2002: Promul gate 50 percent of the area source standards

2004: Promul gate an additional 25 percent of the area
sour ce standards

2006: Promul gate final 25 percent of the area source
st andar ds

2008: Submt Report to Congress

2009: Require conpliance with the urban air toxics
st andar ds

Thi s schedul e was established considering the facts that

we are currently engaged in significant efforts to devel op
standards for stationary sources that were previously |isted
under section 112(c), and that realistic schedul e and
resource constraints suggest that our efforts to devel op

addi ti onal standards should be phased in over tine.

C. Wiat role do major stationary sources play in the
strategy?

As previously discussed, section 112(k)(3)(b) requires
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that we ensure that area sources accounting for 90 percent
of the aggregate em ssions of the 30 112(k) HAP are subject
to standards. Thus, major sources are not affected by the
requi renments of this subsection

However, in achieving required reductions in estimted
cancer risk and substantial reductions in health risks in
general, section 112(k)(3)(C) permts us to consider
reductions in public health risks resulting fromactions to
reduce em ssions from*©“all stationary sources and resulting
from nmeasures inplenented by the Adm nistrator or by the
States under this or other laws.” W interpret the |anguage
of this section to include reductions in major stationary
source em ssions as well as area source em ssions.
Therefore, any reductions resulting from MACT, the national
anbient air quality standards, and other prograns that
achi eve reductions in HAP can be included in the assessnent
of reductions in risks. In addition, in future stages of
the strategy, if it is determ ned that a source category or
an individual source is presenting a significant health
risk, then it will be addressed under the appropriate
regul atory authority. For exanple, if a source category is

currently subject to MACT and it is found to pose a
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significant remaining risk, then that risk could be
addressed through section 112(f) residual risk standards.
Simlarly, if a specific source is contributing to a | ocal
risk problem then the State or |ocal programnay be nore
appropriate to address that risk. Finally, it is inportant
to note that while additional actions nay be required to
address risks in the future, the baseline for evaluating
what is needed to achieve a 75 percent reduction in cancer
i ncidence remains at the 1990 | evel.

D. Howw Il EPA review and expand nonitoring networks?

In order to better characterize the risks fromHAP in
urban areas, it is inportant that we inprove our ability to
measure HAP in the urban areas. To that end, we are working
to inprove our nonitoring networks for HAP in the urban
areas over the next several years. The first step in this
effort is to inprove our know edge of where the State and
| ocal agencies are currently nonitoring HAP. W are
currently conducting a study to determ ne the coverage,
conparability, and rel evance of existing nonitoring
networks. Further, recognizing conpeting resource needs, we
are encouraging the State and | ocal agencies to tailor their

monitoring prograns to address their nost pressing air
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toxics issues and | ocal needs. However, we are requesting
the State and | ocal agencies to work with us to develop a
nmonitoring network distribution that capitalizes on existing
efforts and capabilities. W expect to add 17 new
nmonitoring sites to the network in 1999. This will include
one new site in the major netropolitan areas of each of the
ten EPA Regions and an additional site in each of the seven
areas wWith existing Photochem cal Air Mnitoring System
networks. In addition, we are expecting to increase that
nunber by up to 40 additional sites in 2000.

E. Howw Il the consolidated em ssions reporting rule fit
in the strategy?

In addition to expanded nonitoring, we recogni ze the need
for inproved em ssions information to support air quality,
nodel i ng and ri sk assessnents. W are in the process of
devel opi ng a consol i dated em ssions reporting rul e whose
purpose is to sinplify reporting, offer options for data
exchange, and unify reporting dates for various categories
of inventories. This action is expected to consolidate the
numer ous em ssions inventory reporting requirenments found in
various parts of the Act and is being taken at the request

of nunerous State and | ocal agencies. Consolidation of
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reporting requirenents will enable these agencies to better

explain to program managers and the public the necessity for
a consistent inventory program increases the efficiency of

the em ssions inventory program and provi des nore

consi stent and uni f orm dat a.

As discussed earlier, nodeling is one of the primry
tools that will be used to estimate the exposure and risk
fromHAP. W wll continue to devel op nodeling tools and
gui dance for assessnent of risks on both the national and
| ocal scal es.

F. What is the schedule for conducting risk assessnents and
assessing progress toward the risk goal s?

In addition to the em ssion standards called for by
section 112(k)(3)(B), and to addressing the risk reduction
goal s described in section 112(k)(3)(C, we expect to
conduct assessnents and nmake the determ nation of whether
addi tional risk assessnment and risk managenent activities
are needed on an ongoi ng basis. However, the schedule for
conducting the risk assessnments will be influenced by the
Agency’s goal -setting and strategic planning processes and
by the schedul es set forth in applicable provisions of

section 112, including schedules for the Reports to Congress
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requi red by section 112(k)(5). There are a nunber of

interimmlestones that nust be net in order to conduct

t hese assessnents, particularly in the area of devel oping

and refining the nodeling tools to conduct these

assessnments. They incl ude:

1999:

1) Initiate analyses of risks in urban areas;
conduct assessnent of the em ssions reductions
from 1990 | evel due to current prograns and
activities;

2) expand nonitoring network to 17 additi onal

ur ban areas;

2000:
2001:

Compl ete the national scale screening nodel (CEP2)
Conpl ete the | ocal scale risk assessnent node
(TREM;

Schedul es for conducting nore site-specific risk
assessnments will be established based on the

out cone of our efforts to devel op, enhance, and
support State and |l ocal progranms in the managi ng

urban air toxics risks.

G Coordinate with State and | ocal governments to devel op

or strengthen risk-based air toxics prograns.

In order to achieve our risk reduction goals, we wl|
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need to | ook at ways to address public health risks not only
on the national |evel, but also on the local |evel because
many of the factors that influence risks, such as the types
of sources, activity patterns, and neteorol ogy, vary from
city to city. Mich of what has been previously discussed
pertains to the tools and prograns that can be enpl oyed on
the national |level to address em ssions and risks that occur
uniformy across the country. However, in order to achieve
risk reductions at the local level, it is inportant that the
strategy provide for a strong State or local role. W
intend to work with the State and | ocal air program agencies
to refine this aspect of the strategy. The following is a
di scussion of sone of the key elenents to devel oping the
nature and scope of the State and | ocal program

One of our goals in the strategy will be to encourage and
support the State and | ocal agencies in reducing public
health risks (cancer and noncancer - chronic and acute) in
i ndi vi dual urban areas. Because many of these risks are
associated with specific |ocal considerations, such as
clusters of sources, local neteorol ogy, local fish and ot her
food consunption patterns, industrial nmake-up, and notor

vehicle density and activity in the specific urban area, we
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believe State and | ocal regul atory avenues are the nost
appropriate authorities to address these risks. To that
end, we envision a process that will provide regul ations,
techni cal support and gui dance, and/or other support as
necessary to State and | ocal agencies to ensure that there
are substantial reductions in the public health risks in
each urban area. The process is expected to provide
flexibility for | ocal planning and allow the devel opnent of
city specific solutions to |ocalized urban risks. W
envision our role in this programto include providing

gui dance on i nportant elenents such as nonitoring, em ssions
i nventory devel opnent, nodeling and ri sk assessnent, control
techni ques, and enforcenent provisions. As in the national
el emrents of the program we envision a process that wll

i nclude periodic review of the risks associated wth HAP

em ssions in the urban areas, and reductions achieved to
ensure that the programgoals are net. In addition, because
the goal of the integrated strategy is to achieve public
health risk reductions, we believe that the State and | ocal
prograns should be able to address all em ssions sources as
appropriate to address the aggregate risks in the area. For

instance, if the largest contributor to cunulative risk in
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an area is a cluster of MACT-controlled sources, then the

State may find that controls beyond MACT or those inposed by

residual risk are required. Likewse, if the risks are

| argely due to nobile source em ssions based on vehicle

activity, then the State or | ocal Agency may consi der

transportation rel ated neasures to address the risk.

1. Wat are the principles used in developing the State and

| ocal progranf
Based on our early discussions with a nunber of State and

| ocal agencies, we devel oped and intend to enploy the
followi ng principles in devel opi ng provisions for use by

State and | ocal prograns:

e Provide a nechanismto encourage the devel opnent of State
and | ocal requirenents and prograns;

e Provide flexibility in inplenenting the national
st andar ds;

e Provide a bal ance between the need for flexibility for
States and | ocal agencies with existing prograns and the
need to provide a programfor those States where Federal
requi renents are necessary to enabl e addressing risks
fromthe HAP.

We woul d |i ke your comments on these principles, including
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the need for other or different operating principles.

2. Wiat are the key issues that nust be addressed in

devel oping the State and | ocal progranf?

Agai n, based on our discussions with State
representatives, there are a nunber of key issues that nust
be addressed which wll determ ne the nature and scope of
the State/local progranms. They i ncl ude:

e Shoul d the program be mandatory?

e |If the programis required in some way, should the State
requi renents be federally enforceable and, if so, by what
mechani snf

e Should the State and | ocal programinclude elenents to
address risk fromall em ssion sectors (area source,
maj or sources and nobile sources)?

We woul d |i ke your comments on these questions, including

inportant |egal, technical, or other factual information in

support of your comments.

3. Wiat mght these prograns include?

State and | ocal representatives working with us devel oped
a nunber of prelimnary ideas of how the program m ght worKk.
We are requesting comrent on these ideas and on ot her ideas

in devel oping the State and | ocal prograns.
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One suggest ed approach m ght be a control strategy
approach where we woul d set an urban areawi de ri sk reduction
target, considering risk fromall pathways, which the States
coul d devel op control strategies and requirenents for
achieving those targets. These control strategies would
suppl enent the national MACT program and m ght include
em ssions controls or other innovative strategies to address
specific local health risks from HAP. Anot her suggested
approach m ght include States that would be setting
technol ogy requirenments for sources that contribute to risks
above a given level. This would be simlar to prograns
already in place in California, Maryland and ot her States.
Sone State and | ocal progranms may be nore effective if the
strategy provides for a purely voluntary program where we
woul d provi de Federal guidance and information for reducing
risks fromurban HAP to the State/l ocal agencies and | eave
t he program design to each individual State or |ocal program
to devel op and inplenment. Another approach would be for us
to set a HAP anbi ent concentration |evel and
requi re/recommend actions fromthe States where these |evels
wer e exceeded for a specified duration and frequency.

Anot her approach may be to use conbi nations of these



78

options. These options are not nutually exclusive and ot her

i deas m ght be devel oped or expanded upon in the future. W

are requesting input fromyou on the feasibility and

desirability of these options and on what the appropriate

| evel of State and | ocal involvenent should be. W expect

to undertake sone or all of the follow ng activities under

section 112, depending on the outcone of this process:

e Devel opnent or strengthening of State and | ocal prograns;

 Devel opnent of regul ations necessary to provide authority
to inplenent the program (if appropriate);

* Devel opnent of inplenmentation guidance including
information on risk assessnment, nonitoring, nodeling,
em ssions inventory, potential control options; and,

 Devel opnment of risk assessnent tools for |ocal planning.
VWiile in the near termwe intend to initiate di scussions
with the States to further refine the program nost of
these activities will be longer-termactivities. W
expect to provide you with further information and
opportunities to comment as these el enents are devel oped
or refined.

H.  How does EPA intend to address special concerns about

Envi ronnental Justice in the Urban Areas?
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As di scussed previously, we are particularly concerned
about the potential for disproportionate risk in | owincone
mnority communities. The Federal Governnment has not
traditionally sought involvenent fromthese communities in
envi ronment al program devel opment and have voi ced
significant concerns about the difficulties and
di sadvant ages they face when attenpting to participate in
decisions affecting their communities. W believe that the
integrated urban air toxics strategy should eval uate the
potential |inks between toxic exposure and health effects in
di sproportionately exposed popul ati ons, and shoul d address
any significant resulting risks. Concurrently, we wll
consi der econom ¢ devel opnent and enpl oynent-rel ated i ssues
to ensure sustainabl e econom c devel opnent whil e addressing
unacceptabl e levels of risk. 1In order to facilitate the
devel opnent of a strategy which will be responsive to these
envi ronnmental justice concerns, we are actively encouragi ng
community groups not only to conmment on the strategy, but
also to work actively with us in devel oping a programthat
can address their concerns.

|. What EPA or State prograns are currently in place to

address the risk posed by these HAP?
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There are a nunber of activities that will take place
prior to risk-based goal setting envisioned in the national
air toxics programthat wll achieve significant early
em ssions reductions. They include actions to reduce
em ssions fromnobile, major, and areas sources, both as a
direct result of the Act requirenents for control of air
toxi cs descri bed above, and requirenents under prograns
(e.g., the national anmbient air quality standards) which
achi eve significant coincidental air toxics benefits. As
di scussed above, the strategy called for under section
112(k)(3) is to achieve reductions in public health risks
t hrough em ssions control “nmeasures inplenented by the
Adm nistrator or by the States under this or other |aws.”
The follow ng presents a summary of Federal and State and
| ocal prograns that are currently achi eving HAP em ssions
reductions. This information will be considered in our

assessnments of reductions in public health risks which have

been achi eved as we eval uate the need for additional
regul ati ons.
1. Federal Regulatory Authorities

Clean Air Act, Section 112 Authorities: Under section 112
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of the 1990 Anendnents to the Act, there are many

provi sions, authorities, and prograns that are reducing, and
w Il continue to reduce, HAP em ssions, exposures and health
risks. Several of the major prograns are di scussed bel ow.
Further information is available fromthe “Second Report to
Congress on the Status of the Hazardous Air Pol |l utant
Program under the Cean Air Act,” EPA-453/R-96-015, Cctober
1997.

Section 112 established a procedure for devel opi ng and
requiring performance-based em ssion standards for sources
of HAP followi ng a detailed 10 year schedule for action.
These standards of control technol ogy, required by section
112(d), are known as MACT standards and GACT standards. W
are required to list categories and subcategories of nmjor
and area sources of HAP and then, according to a 10 year
schedul e, establish control requirenents to assure that al
maj or sources of HAP achieve the level of control already
bei ng achi eved by the best perform ng sources in each
category (i.e., MACT standards), and ensure that |isted
categories of area sources are subject to MACT or
alternatively, to GACT standards, which are controls that

are generally avail able across the industry. As required by
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section 112(c)(l), we published an initial |ist of source
categories in 1992 (57 FR 31576). Revisions made thus far
have included addi ng and del eti ng source categori es,

conbi ning categories for purposes of efficiency, and making
other relatively mnor changes and corrections. The |ist
currently contains 175 categories, of which 167 are for
maj or sources and eight for area sources (61 FR 28197).
Note that sone categories include both nmajor and area
sources. The schedule, initially published in 1993 (58 FR
63941), specifies source categories for which standards are
to be pronmulgated within 2, 4, 7 and 10 years foll ow ng
Novenber 15, 1990, such that standards are pronul gated for
25 percent of the listed categories in the first 4 years
(i.e., by Novenber 15, 1994), an additional 25 percent by
Novenber 15, 1997, and the remaining 50 percent by Novenber
15, 2000.

We have thus far pronmul gated standards for all 47 source
categories listed in the 2 and 4 year groups, which is
approxi mately 25 percent of the 175 |isted source
categories. W estimate that these major and area source
regulations will reduce air toxics em ssions by

approxi mately 980,000 tons per year. Additional MACT and/or
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GACT em ssions standards for the remaining |isted source
categories are scheduled to be pronul gated by Novenber 15,
2000. These standards are expected to obtain substanti al
additional reductions in air toxics over the next several
years and wi |l decrease exposures and risks due to air
toxics in urban areas.

Under the Residual Ri sk Program established by section
112(f), we will be assessing public exposures to HAP
foll owi ng MACT standard promul gation to assess the renaining
public health and environnmental effects of HAP and issue
standards to provide an anple margin of safety to protect
public health, if necessary. The residual risk provisions
apply to all MACT standards and, therefore, focus primarily
on maj or sources. W have the discretion to apply residual
ri sk provisions to MACT standards that affect area sources
as well.

Under section 112(r), we published a final risk
managenent programrule for the Prevention of Accidenta
Rel eases on June 20, 1996 (61 FR 31668). Along with the
final rule, we published guidance to assist the owner or
operator of processes covered by the risk managenent program

rule in the analysis of offsite consequences of accidental
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rel eases of substances regul ated under section 112(r) of
the Act. The list of regulated substances with threshold
gquantities was published on January 31, 1994 (59 FR 4478).
O the 140 chemi cals (77 acutely toxic substances and 63
fl ammabl e gases) regul ated under section 112(r), 18 are HAP
under section 112(b) and eight are on the draft |ist of
urban HAP presented in this notice for public comment.
Section 112(r) also requires the source to assess each
process to ensure they are safe and will not accidently
rel ease HAP. By preventing accidential rel eases, the
section 112(r) rule will help reduce or prevent em ssions of
these HAP in the future.

Requi renents associated with the Act in section 112(g)
and 112(i)(5) are also expected to yield reductions in
em ssions of HAP in urban areas. The Construction and
Reconstruction Rule required by section 112(g) of the Act
was issued in final formon Decenber 27, 1996 (61 FR 68384).
The rule requires, as of July 1, 1998, MACT controls for any
new or reconstructed major source of HAP and maj or HAP-
emtting production units at existing facilities. Section
112(i)(5), early reductions rules, provide incentives for

sources of HAP to reduce em ssions by 90 percent (95 percent
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for particulates) from 1990 | evels prior to the proposal of
MACT for that source category. Eligible sources may be
granted a 6-year extension fromconpliance with the later
promul gated MACT, during which time they nust neet
alternative emssions limtations which reflect the early
reductions. Approximately 27 permt applications have been
recei ved, representing HAP reductions of over 6,800 tpy.
Approxi mately six permts have been issued to date.
O her CAA authorities: |In addition to authorities under
section 112, there are several other Act sections, the
i npl emrentation of which may contribute or has already
contributed to reductions in air toxics in urban areas. For
exanpl e, state inplenentation plans devel oped to attain
conpliance with the national anmbient air quality standards
(set under section 109) are expected to provide incidental,
but potentially significant, reductions in HAP in addition
to their intended result of reducing levels of criteria
pollutants (e.g., particulate nmatter, ozone, etc).

The Act’s mandated acid rain programmay al so provi de HAP
reductions in urban areas in addition to the intended result
of sul fur dioxide and nitrogen oxi des em ssions reductions.

Section 202(1) is a critical part of the national air
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toxics programand will be very inportant to the success of
the Urban Air Toxics Strategy because efforts to respond to
section 202(1) wll address exposure to HAP from notor
vehi cl es and notor vehicle fuels. However, section 202(1)
is just one exanple of the Act’s authorities regarding
nmobi | e sources. O her provisions which may affect
reductions in urban air toxics fromnobile sources include
sections 211 (fuel requirenents), 213 (em ssion standards
for nonroad engi nes and vehicles), and 219 (urban bus

st andar ds).

Perfornmance standard setting for solid waste incineration
units and landfills under section 129 of the Act, which has
been conpleted for two of the four categories (nunicipal,
medi cal , industrial and commercial, and other categories of
incinerators), is estimated to result in substanti al
reductions in total HAP em ssions (>50,000 tons/yr), nuch of
whi ch may be in urban areas. Under section 129, specific
nunmerical emssion limtations are required for various
pol lutants including | ead, cadm um nercury, and
di oxi ns/furans, all of which are included on the draft I|ist
of urban HAP. Like the MACT standards, residual risk

applies to section 129 standards and thus potenti al
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addi tional reductions nmay be possible in these areas.

Title VI of the Act directs us to protect the
strat ospheric ozone | ayer through the reduction or
elimnation of certain chemcals. These ozone-depleting
substances include three HAP (carbon tetrachloride, nethly
chloroform and nethly brom de), one of which, carbon
tetrachloride, is included in the draft list of urban HAP in
addition to the better known chl orofl uorocarbons (CFC). W
are inplementing title VI through a nunber of regulatory and
vol untary progranms whi ch have been successful in reducing
production, use, and em ssions of nmany CFC and ot her ozone
depl eting chem cals. Production and inport of carbon
tetrachl ori de and net hyl chl orof orm were phased out as of
January 1, 1996 and the third is expected to be phased out
by 2001. Related regulations restrict uses to mnim ze the
potential for these chemicals to get into the atnosphere.
O her Federal |aws: There are a nunber of other authorities,
| aws, rules, and prograns that will also help reduce
em ssions of HAP and consequent exposures and risks. Sonme
of these are discussed below. W are currently eval uating
t he appropri ateness of these statutes for controlling

em ssions of HAP as described under section 112(k)(3) and
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intend to take further actions under these statutes as
appropri ate.

Under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), chem cals
produced or inported into the United States are eval uated as
to toxicity to human health and the environnent. To prevent
adver se consequences of the many chem cal s devel oped each
year, TSCA requires that any chem cal that will reach the
consuner marketpl ace be tested for possible toxic effects
prior to comrercial manufacture. Any existing chem cal that
is determned to pose health and environnental hazards is
tracked and reported under TSCA. Procedures also are
aut horized for corrective action under TSCA in cases of
cl eanup of toxic materials contam nation. The TSCA is a
conpl enentary authority to the Act and has contributed to
decreased em ssions of several HAP. For exanple, concern
over the toxicity and persistence in the environnment of
pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyl conpounds (PCB) |ed Congress to
include in TSCA (see section 6(e) of TSCA), prohibitions on
t he manufacture, processing, and distribution in commerce of
PCB. In 1990, TSCA authority was relied upon to elimnate
chrom umuse in and em ssions fromconfort cooling towers,

i.e., industrial process cooling towers used exclusively for
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cooling, heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systens.

There are several provisions of the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) and its anmendnents which may yield
reductions of urban air toxics. One inpact evidenced in the
1990's is increased recycling and recovery of hazardous
wast e, including solvents which through volatilization
contribute to HAP em ssions. The RCRA s section 3004(n) has
been the basis of a three-phased regulatory programto
control air em ssions from hazardous waste treatnent,
storage and disposal facilities. The third phase wll
address any risks remaining after inplenentation of the
control regulations issued in 1990 and 1994, which were
estimated to reduce HAP em ssions by nore than one mllion
tons per year. Any resulting em ssions and risk reductions
can be considered in assessing progress in achieving the 75
percent reduction in cancer incidence fromthe 1990 base
year.

Under the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conmpensation and Liability Act, commonly known as Superfund,
the cl ean up of abandoned hazardous waste sites may al so
reduce em ssions of HAP. Wiere significant health risks

fromchemcal releases to the air have been identified at
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Superfund sites in urban areas, clean-up will reduce risks
fromurban air toxics.

Under the O ean Water Act (CWA), States are required to
adopt water quality standards for those section 304(a)
priority pollutants which may be interfering with their
wat er bodi es’ designated uses. In response to the CWA, we
identified 126 priority pollutants for action. The CM
authorities provide for the regul ation of discharges of
these pollutants in order to neet applicable water quality
standards. Anong these pollutants, many are on the draft
list of urban HAP. W are exploring how the CM and the Act
tools can be used together to reduce HAP

The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodentici de Act
(FI' FRA) provides Federal control of pesticide distribution,
sal e, and use. Several HAP have been used as pesticides.
An EPA registration is required of all pesticides sold in
the United States and is intended to ensure that pesticide
use, when in accordance with | abel specifications regarding
accept abl e uses, does not cause unreasonable harmto people
or the environnent. It is a violation of FIFRA to use a
pesticide in a manner inconsistent with its |abel.

Regi stered pesticides classified as “restricted use” may
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only be used by registered applicators who have passed a
certification exam This restricted use requirenent

m ni m zes the nunber of persons having access to certain
pesticides. The FIFRA regul ations may al so reduce en ssions
and exposures by banning (canceling or denying registration)
or severely restricting pesticide use. Seven individual HAP
and nenbers of three HAP conpound groups have been banned or
severely restricted in their use as pesticides.

Two ot her Federal |aws, the Enmergency Pl anning and
Communi ty Ri ght-To-Know Act (EPCRA) of 1986 and the
Pol I ution Prevention Act (PPA) of 1990, while not directly
regul ating air em ssions of HAP, may influence decisions
regardi ng chem cal usage and storage and yield significant
reductions in air toxics risks in urban areas. The goal of
EPCRA is to reduce risks to communities through informng
communities and citizens of chem cal hazards in their areas.
Sections 311 and 312 of EPCRA require certain facilities to
report the locations and quantities of chemcals stored at
their facilities to State and | ocal governnments. This
information is used by State and | ocal agencies in preparing
for and responding to chem cal spills and simlar

ener genci es.
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Through EPCRA, Congress mandated that a Toxics Rel ease
| nventory be made public. The TRI provides citizens with
accurate information about potentially hazardous chem cal s
stored, manufactured and used in their community so that
t hey have nore power to hold conpani es account abl e and make
i nfornmed deci si ons about how toxic chemcals are to be
managed. Section 313 of EPCRA specifically requires certain
manuf acturers and all Federal facilities to report to EPA
and State governnents, all releases of any or nore than 600
designated toxic chemcals to the environnment (including
nost of the 188 HAP). Each year, nore than 20, 000
manuf acturing facilities and 200 Federal facilities submt
information to us on the rel eases of chemcals to the
environment. We conpile these data in an on-line, publicly
accessi bl e national database, which is a significant source
of information regarding HAP em ssions. Reporting
requirenents for TRl becane nore conprehensive in 1991,
hi ghlighting the inportance of pollution prevention. It is
expected, and has been observed for sone chem cals, that
this public accounting for use and di sposal of toxic
chem cals nmay lead to reductions in their environnental

r el ease.
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The passage of the Pollution Prevention Act (PPA)
established an environnmental hierarchy that establishes
pol lution prevention (P2) as the first choice anbng waste
managenent practices and was adopted as national policy.
Traditionally, much environnmental protection has involved
controlling, treating or cleaning up pollution which, in
many cases, we continue to create. Pollution prevention,
which elimnates or mnimzes pollution at the source, is
nost effective in reducing health and environnental risks
because it: 1) elimnates any pollutant associated risks;
2) avoids shifts of pollutants fromone nedium (air, water
or land) to another, which can result fromcertain waste
treatnments; and 3) protects natural resources for future
generations by cutting wastes and conserving resources. For
wast e that cannot be avoi ded at the source, recycling is
consi dered the next best option. A waste generator should
turn to treatnent or disposal only after source reduction
and recycling have been considered. Pollution prevention
strategi es include redesigning products, changi ng processes,
substituting raw materials for |ess toxic substances,
increasing efficiency in the use of raw materials, energy,

water, |land and other techniques. This is done in several
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ways, such as using voluntary pollution reduction prograns,
engagi ng in partnerships, providing technical assistance,
fundi ng denonstration projects and incorporating
cost-effective pollution prevention alternatives into

regul ations and other initiatives.

In addition, in 1994, we devel oped the Waste M ni m zation
National Plan, a voluntary, long-termeffort to reduce the
quantity and toxicity of hazardous waste through waste
m nimzation. The plan calls for a 50 percent reduction in
the presence of the nost persistent, bioaccunulative and
toxic (PBT) chem cals in hazardous waste by 2005. To assi st
in inmplenmenting this plan, we are devel oping a software tool
to prioritize PBT chemicals to focus national waste
mnimzation efforts and nethods to track progress in
reduci ng the presence of PBT chemcals in waste and the
vol une of hazardous waste streans containing PBT chem cal s.

The starting point for selecting chemcals for the
national waste mnimzation list is EPA's Waste M nim zation
Prioritization Tool, a software program which provides a
screeni ng-1 evel assessnent of potential chronic risks
chem cal s pose to human health and the environnment, based on

t heir persistence, bioaccunul ative potential, and human and
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ecological toxicity. This software programcontains full or
partial PBT data for approximately 4200 chem cals. The
draft Waste M nim zation Prioritization Tool was rel eased
for public comment in June 1997 (62 FR 33868, June 23, 1997)
and a revised version is expected to be released in early
1999.

In addition to PBT data fromthe Waste M nim zation
Prioritization Tool, we are considering a nunber of other
factors in selecting chemcals for the national waste
mnimzation list, including information about the quantity
of chem cals in hazardous waste, the nunber of facilities
generating or handling the chemcals in waste, the extent to
whi ch the chem cals have been found in the environment, and
the significance of the chemcals to the RCRA program ot her
Agency progranms, and States.

We are requesting comment and specific information on

ot her Federal prograns, such as the Ol Pollution Act of

1990, that should be considered for potential reductions in
ri sk from HAP.
2. Summary of State and Local requirenents

The Act requires that the strategy reduce cancer
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i nci dence by actions under “this or other laws . . . or by
the States.” By including this | anguage, Congress
acknow edged that there are many State prograns achieving
HAP em ssi ons reductions and therefore, reducing the chance
for exposure and health risks including cancer. For
exanpl e, before the Cean Air Act was anended in 1990, many
State and | ocal governnments devel oped their own prograns for
the control of air toxics fromstationary sources. Sone of
these State and | ocal governnent prograns have now been in
pl ace for many years and, for sone of the source categories
regul ated by Federal em ssions standards under section 112
of the Act, the State or |ocal governnent prograns have
i kely reduced air toxics em ssions and may have succeeded
in reducing air toxics emssions to |levels at or bel ow those
requi red by the Federal standards. It is clear that
Congress intended State and | ocal governnents to be
i nportant partners in carrying out the mandates of the
Federal air toxics program and the strategy provides a
mechani smto recogni ze the reductions nmade by them

Because of the varied nature of the em ssions sources,
| egi sl ative structures, and other factors, the State and

| ocal governnent prograns address air toxics in a nunber of
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ways. For exanple, sonme States and | ocal prograns have
enact ed technol ogy standards for source categories that
require controls for specific HAP, nmuch |ike the MACT
program OQher State or |ocal governnment prograns apply a
risk standard to sources that prohibit em ssions beyond a
certain level of risk. Qher States use an anbient air
standard for air toxics that is based on threshold or
exposure levels. Still others may rely on reductions
achi eved t hrough vol atil e organi c conpounds, particul ate
matter, or |ead regul ations devel oped under section 110 or
subpart D of the Act that control em ssions of HAP to neet
nati onal anbient air quality standards. Regardless of the
approaches used to address air toxics, State and | ocal
governments have acconplished and continue to acconplish
reductions of HAP. As we proceed to inplenent the strategy,
we will work with the States to better characterize these
reductions in em ssions and the resulting reductions of
public health risks, including risk of cancer.
V. Longer-term Activities

This section discusses longer-termactivities we expect
to take to address risks fromair toxics in urban areas,

i ncluding how we intend to initiate assessnents of urban
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ri sk, residual risk standards, additional stationary source
st andards, and possible State programactions. It further
di scusses our research strategy to better characterize risk
and to assess progress toward the risk reduction goals of

t he strategy.

A How wi || EPA assess inprovenents in health risks?

1. How w Il EPA assess the reduction in cancer risk?

As di scussed previously, in the integrated urban air
toxics strategy, we expect to utilize qualitative
assessnments of cancer initially by determ ning the em ssions
reducti ons achi eved since 1990 and using these em ssion
reductions as rough surrogates for risk. Over tine, we
intend to devel op nore quantitative estimates of risk or
estimated cancer incidence associated with toxic air
pol lutants to neasure progress toward the Act’s goal of
achieving a 75 percent reduction in cancer incidence from
1990 levels. This effort is still under devel opment, and
the final strategy will include nore detailed text
descri bing the cancer risk-reduction estimtion nethodol ogy
and a tinefranme for carrying out the analysis.

2. How will EPA assess the reduction in noncancer risks?

As di scussed before, Congress al so expressed concern in
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section 112(k) about the noncancer health risks posed by
HAP. Wil e Congress did not provide a quantitative goal for
noncancer risks, we believe that these risks are inportant
to address. Several issues, however, conplicate our ability
to assess reductions in noncancer risks. A conplication
particularly relevant to urban air is our inconplete

knowl edge about the effect of nmultiple pollutants. At a
nmore fundanental |evel, however, while we and ot her agencies
have devel oped estinmates of |ifetine excess cancer risks
associated wth air exposures to many HAP, we do not have
conparabl e quantitative ‘risk per exposure neasures for
assessing health risks other than cancer. The reason for
this is the assunption that there are threshol ds associ ated
wi th nost noncancer health effects such that exposures bel ow
the threshold are considered unlikely to be harnful.
Consistent with this reasoning, we and other entities
charged with protection of public health, have identified
anbient air levels for many air pollutants which are
unlikely to pose health risks for persons (including
sensitive sub-popul ati ons) who are exposed to that |evel
over their lifetine. These |evels do not, however, provide

information on the exposure |levels at which health effects
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are expected (i.e., the threshold). Moreover, these cancer
and noncancer concern thresholds do not account for possible
additive (i.e., synergistic) or antagonistic effects when
there are m xtures of HAP, as in urban areas. The issues
rai sed here necessitate the devel opnent of a noncancer risk
reducti on assessnent nethodol ogy or selection from anong

exi sting nmethods which differs fromthat which we intend to
foll ow for assessnent of cancer risk reduction.

W intend to address these issues as we proceed to set
goal s for noncancer risk reductions and provide a
description of assessnent nethodol ogi es, eval uating progress
agai nst the goal and identifying appropriate additional risk
reduction actions. The final strategy will docunent our
progress in addressing these activities.

3. How will EPA use nodeling to assess risks?

In general, two types of nodels are inportant to our
ability to assess risk to the public fromexposure to HAP
(1) transport, diffusion and/or dispersion nodels sinmulate
the rel ease and transport of pollutants, estimating
concentrations at different points in time and space; and
(2) Exposure nodels sinmulate human activity patterns to

estimate the extent to which people may be exposed to
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pol lutants and, therefore, experience sone |evel of risk.
Air quality sinmulation nodels have a long history of use in
provi di ng pol lutant concentrations for use in specifying
emssion limts and assessing control strategies to attain
anbient air quality standards. The Guideline on Air Quality
Model s was established to pronote consistency in the use of
nodel s within the air managenent process.

Qur use of exposure nodels to estinmate risks to the
public fromHAP in a neani ngful and reliable manner has been
nore limted. As part of the integrated urban air toxics
strategy, we are conducting a pilot nodeling study for
certain cities to better understand the potential public
exposure to HAP. The use of existing nodeling tools to
estimate exposure potential for the urban air toxics
strat egy poses special challenges due to the | arge
geogr aphical scale in urban areas relative to the types of
exposures whi ch can produce adverse health effects, the
| arge nunber and variety of sources to be nodel ed, the
variety of pollutants to be considered, and variations in
t he exposure regi nes of significance for estimting the
i kelihood of effects. For that purpose, we are devel opi ng

a docunent descri bi ng suggested net hodol ogy for using air
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di spersion nodels in urban areas. The docunent illustrates
the type of issues encountered when nodeling two exanple
ur ban areas and provi des suggestions for State and | ocal
agencies to foll ow when nodeling air toxics in urban areas.
4. How wi |l EPA use anbient nonitoring to assess risk?
Ambient air quality data can provide val uabl e input
into the assessnment of the cancer and noncancer risks from
air toxics in urban areas. First, anbient air quality data
provi de a neasure agai nst which any nodel i ng of atnospheric
HAP concentrations can be conpared for eval uation or
verification purposes. Anbient air quality data can al so be
used to evaluate differences in HAP concentrations from one
urban area to another to determ ne geographic patterns
and/ or characteristic profiles based on denographic,
econom c or other attributes of these areas. Finally,
trends anal yses of anbient air quality data on toxics can
provi de a nmeasure of the effectiveness of regulatory
prograns over tine. |In addition to chronic exposure data,
short term exposure data nmay be inportant in various
noncancer assessnents. It is inportant to recognize that
exposure data can include nore than anbient air

concentrations, and that m croevironnmental exposure data can
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be inportant to achieve a distribution of the population
exposur es.

As the goals for the program are established and the
early activities are carried out, we will conduct
appropriate anal yses to determ ne the success of the program
against the goals. [If, in the assessnent of risk reduction,
we conclude that the reduction goals (e.g., 75 percent
reduction in cancer risk) are not yet net, we expect to
identify and inplenent additional activities necessary to
meet those goals. These activities m ght include
regul ations to reduce stationary or nobile source em ssions
or inplenentation of specific State prograns. Sone exanpl es
of such actions are described bel ow
a. Residual risk standards. Under section 112(f) of the
Act, we are required to assess the risks remaining after the
MACT standards are inplenented. For sone source categories,
nore stringent standards to achi eve additional risks
reductions fromthose standards m ght be necessary. W
intend to count any resulting risks reductions in the urban
areas toward the 75 percent reduction in cancer risks.
However, it is inportant to renenber that residual risk only

applies to source categories for which there are MACT
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standards. Because MACT standard devel opnent has

focused on major sources, the residual risk programwl|
primarily address risk from nmaj or sources.

b. Additional stationary source standards. W w || devel op
section 112(d) standards (MACT/ GACT) for the source
categories listed previously to address the requirenents of
section 112(k)(3)(B). Em ssions reductions fromthese
standards are expected to reduce HAP-associ ated health

ri sks, thus providing early progress in achieving the risk
goal s required under section 112(k)(3)(C). However, it is
inportant to recogni ze that in order to achieve the risk
goals, we nmay need to go beyond source-category-by-source-
cat egory approaches because of concerns about cumul ative

ri sk from nunmerous sources. We believe that individual
112(d) standards may not adequately address those risks

wi t hout further actions.

c. State program actions. As discussed earlier, in order
to achieve our risk reduction goals at the local level, it
is inportant that the strategy provide for a strong State or
local role. W believe that this will require significant

ongoing efforts to devel op and inplenent the programin the
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urban areas. W will work with the State and |ocal air
program agencies to refine this aspect of the strategy and
we expect to provide further opportunities for comment on
it.

To address these issues and devel op the necessary
addi tional technical, policy and/or regulatory support, we
expect to carry out additional efforts under the foll ow ng
schedul e.

1999: Convene a State/local work group to better

define the State and | ocal program structure

2000: Conplete work on program devel opnent

2001: Devel opnent of any regul ati ons necessary to

provide authority to inplenment the program (if
appropri ate)

2002: Devel op i npl enentation gui dance concerning: risk

assessnment, nonitoring, nodeling, em ssions
inventory, potential control options

2006: Assess progress toward goals, including the

I ntegrated Urban Air Toxics Strategy Report to
Congr ess.
d. How wi | | EPA address information and data gaps?

Significant research and data needs nust be addressed
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in order to achieve the goals of the strategy. Estinates of

t he reduction of cancer incidence and of other significant

public health effects related to exposure to HAP targeted in

this strategy will require:

Addi ti onal know edge of both cancer and noncancer
health effects of these pollutants. This will include
determ nations of specific toxicities determ ned from
ani mal and human studies as well as the devel opnent of
nmodel s to extrapol ate across species, across tinme and
across routes of exposure with a special enphasis on
the effects of HAP in children.

| nproved nonitoring data for anbient |evels of HAP to
i nprove spatial characterization of exposure potenti al
and act as a neasure agai nst which nodeling
concentrations can be conpared for eval uation or
verification purposes.

| mproved data to better understand the potential for

di sproportionate inpacts on mnority and | ow i ncone
comunities.

| nproved em ssions nodels to estinmate and assess HAP
em ssions in a representative nunber of cities, and to

extrapolate results to other |ocations, together with
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at nospheric transport and fate nodels.

. | mpr oved exposure nodel s that include nultiscale air
di spersi on nodel s (nei ghborhood, urban, and regional)
and sinul ated m croenvironnents of exposure, to
estimate i nhal ati on exposures to urban HAP and their
potential transformation products.

. | nproved nodeling and nonitoring to assess
noni nhal ati on exposures to contam nated foods, such as
fish, vegetables and beef, resulting from deposition of
ur ban HAP

. Measur enent net hods for many HAP for which none are
currently avail abl e.

. Ref erence val ues such as inhal ation reference
concentrations, acute reference exposure val ues, and
cancer unit risk factors for those anong the HAP for
whi ch such val ues have not been devel oped to perform
guantitative risk assessnents that EPA plans to use as

part of this strategy®.

6 The use of These values is an essential part of EPA s
current practices in conducting risk assessnent. For
further information about how the we conduct risk
assessnents please refer to the draft Residual Ri sk Report
to Congress on the EPA website
(www. epa. gov/ttn/oarpg/t3/report/rrisk.pdf) and the National
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. Statistical nethods for quantifying and reducing
uncertainty in risk assessnents.

. Cost-effective control technologies for all HAP and
nore effective controls devel oped for those pollutants
predicted to have residual risk using currently
avai |l abl e controls.

e. Wat is the schedule for addressing the research needs?
Research needed to inprove the quantitative risk

assessnment and risk managenent of pollutants addressed in

the urban air toxics strategy will be identified in a

separate research needs chapter of the Integrated Urban Air

Toxics Strategy Report to Congress that wll be provided to

the public in June of 1999. Qur current and near-term

pl anned research activities wll also be described.

VI. How wi |l EPA conmunicate with the public on progress in

nmeeting the strategy’ s goal s?

The Act requires us to report to Congress at intervals

not later than 8 and 12 years after the date of enactnent of

Research Council (NRC). 1994 Science and Judgenent in Ri sk
Assessnent. National Acadeny Press, Washington, D.C. and the
Comm ssion on Ri sk Assessnent and Ri sk Managnment (CRARM .
1997. Ri sk Assessnment and Ri sk Managenent in Regul atory
Deci si on maki ng. Final Report, Volune 2.
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t he CAA Anmendnents of 1990. W expect to provide the first
Report to Congress when we issue the final strategy on June
18, 1999. W anticipate updating the public periodically on
the status of the activities to inplenent the work plan, as
well as the status of the activities to reduce risks in
urban areas. However, we al so expect to report to the
public annually on the air quality and em ssions trends for
air toxics in urban and other areas in our annual Ar
Quality and Em ssions Trends Reports.

Many of the activities identified in the strategy w ||
require further public notice and coment, and we w || be
providing further opportunities as they are devel oped. The
public will also be able to neasure the progress of the
strategy by tracking these m | estones.

VII. Regulatory Requirenents
A.  General

Today’s notice is not a rule and does not inpose
regul atory requirenents or costs on any sources, including
smal | busi nesses. Therefore, the EPA has not prepared an
econom ¢ i npact analysis pursuant to section 317 of the Act,
nor a regulatory flexibility analysis pursuant to the

Regul atory Flexibility Act (Pub. L. 96-354, Septenber 19,
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1980), nor a budgetary inpact statenent pursuant to the
Unfunded Mandates Act of 1995. Also, this notice does not
contain any information collection requirements and,
therefore, is not subject to the Paperwork Reduction Act,
44 U. S. C. 3501 et seq.
B. Executive Order 12866 and O fice of Managenent and
Budget (OVB) Revi ew

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735, Cctober
4,1993), the Agency nust determ ne whether a regulatory
action is “significant” and therefore subject to OVB revi ew
and the requirenents of the Executive Order. The O der
defines “significant” regulatory action as one that is
likely to lead to a rule that may either: (1) have an annual
effect on this econony of $100 million or nore, or adversely
and materially affect a sector of the econony, productivity,
conpetition, jobs, the environnent, public health or safety,
or State, local or tribal governnents or communities; (2)
create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with
an action taken or planned by another Agency; (3) materially
alter the budgetary inpact of entitlenment, grants, user
fees, or loan prograns or the rights and obligations of

reci pients thereof; or (4) raise novel legal or policy
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i ssues arising out of |egal nandates, the President’s
priorities, or the principles set forth in the Executive
O der.

Pursuant to the ternms of Executive Order 12866, this is
not a “significant regulatory action” within the neaning of
the Executive Order. This notice was submtted to OVB for
review. Any witten coments fromOVB and witten EPA
responses are available in the docket.

C. Regul atory Flexibility Act of 1996

Today’s action is not a rule that requires the
publication of a general notice of proposed rul emaki ng.
Thus, it is not subject to the Regulatory Flexibility Act of
1980, as anended by the Small Business Regul atory
Enf orcenment Fairness Act of 1996. |In any case, as nentioned
above, this notice does not inpose any regul atory
requirenents. Instead, it nerely provides a draft |ist of
source categories and a draft schedule of specific actions.
Consequently, this notice will not have any econom c i npact
on small entities.

D. Executive Order 13084: Consultation and Coordi nation
with I ndian Tribal Governnents

Under Executive Order 13084, EPA may not issue a
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regul ation that is not required by statute, that
significantly or uniquely affects the communities of Indian
tribal governnments, and that inposes substantial direct
conpliance costs on those communities, unless the Federal
gover nnment provides the funds necessary to pay the direct
conpliance costs incurred by the tribal governnents. |If the
mandate i s unfunded, EPA nust provide to the Ofice of
Managenent and Budget, in a separately identified section of
the preanble to the rule, a description of the extent of
EPA's prior consultation with representatives of affected
tribal governnents, a summary of the nature of their
concerns, and a statenent supporting the need to issue the
regulation. 1In addition, Executive Order 13084 requires EPA
to devel op an effective process permtting el ected and ot her
representatives of Indian tribal governnments to provide
meani ngful and tinmely input in the devel opnent of regulatory
policies on matters that significantly or uniquely affect
their comunities. Today's rule does not significantly or
uni quely affect the communities of Indian tribal governnents
because it is not a rule and does not inpose regul atory
requi renents or costs on any sources. Accordingly, the

requi renents of section 3(b) of Executive Order 13084 do not
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apply to this rule.
E. Applicability of the E. QO 13045: Children’s Health
Protection

(62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997) applies to any rule that:
(1) is determned to be “economcally significant” as
defined under E. QO 12866, and (2) concerns an environnmental
health or safety risk that EPA has reason to believe may
have a di sproportionate effect on children. If the
regul atory action neets both criteria, the Agency nust
eval uate the environmental health or safety effects of the
pl anned rule on children, and explain why the planned
regulation is preferable to other potentially effective and
reasonably feasible alternatives considered by the Agency.

This draft strategy is not subject to the Executive
Order because it is not arule, it is not economcally
significant as defined in E. O 12866, and the Agency does
not, at this time, have reason to believe the environnental
health or safety risks addressed by this action present a
di sproportionate risk to children.

The public is invited to submt or identify peer-
revi ewed studi es and data, of which the Agency may not be

aware, that assessed results of early |life exposure to any
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of the HAP of concern discussed in this notice.

F. National Technol ogy Transfer and Advancenent Act
Section 12 of the National Technol ogy Transfer and
Advancenent Act of 1995 (NTTAA) requires Federal agencies to

eval uate existing technical standards when devel opi ng new
regul ations. To conply with NTTAA, the EPA nust consider
and use “voluntary consensus standards” (VCS) if avail able
and applicabl e when devel opi ng prograns and policies unl ess
doi ng so woul d be inconsistent with applicable | aw or
ot herw se inpractical

The EPA believes that VCS are inapplicable to this
draft strategy. The section 112(k)(3) strategy and section
112(c)(3) listing are not regulatory actions that require
the public to performactivities conducive to the use of
VCS. Instead, the strategy and listing are actions
performed by the Agency in anticipation of potential future
standard-setting, research, and other related activities.
The EPA may, however, find that VCS are avail abl e,
applicable, and practical for regulations that are
promul gated in the future pursuant to the strategy and
listing. In any case, the Agency requests comments on

whet her any VCS exist that could be considered for inclusion
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in this strategy and listing.

Dat e

Robert Perci asepe
Assi stant Adni ni strator
for Alr and Radi ati on



